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Histories give little attention to language dominance in school ,md community -- to the 
fact that the past one-hundreu years of "On';! People, Ont: Language, One School" attitudes, 
policies, and goals in Anglo-American SdlOOJ..; and communities have brought with them the 
demise of Native-American languag.:s, the disapp~'lIrance of linguistic differences due to 
immigrant origin, the disvalue or stereotype of linguistic patterns derived from regional and 
ethnic variation, and the insistence on Ellglish as a mark of linguistic and intellectual virtue. 
Tellillg Stories (0111 of School) of Mother TOllgue, God's TOllgue, alld the Queen's Tongue: An 
Ethnography in Callada gives attention to one such history. Told in Mennonite perspective and 
framed in Manitoba schools between 1890 and 1990, Tellillg Stories (Out of School) begins with 
tales of English-speaking Canadian insistence on and German-speaking Mennonite resistance to 
English-only language educ(!tion policies in puhlic and private schools serving a Mennonite 
speech community in southern Manitoha. The research problem links itself historically to a 
series of language education acts passed hy the Manitoba Legislature, adjudicated by the 
Manitoba Attorney General, the Canadian Supreme Court, and the British Privy Council, and 
enforced by the Manitoba Department of Education -- all between 1890 and 1920. These 
English-only policies, deemed an expedient response to the question of how to unify English-
Canadians, French-Canadians, Ahoriginals, and immigrants, ahrogated the language education 
rights of all linguistic minorities. Ellglish prevailed in Mllnitoha schools until the 1960s. After 
the mid-1960s, though, the Canadian Parliament in concert with the Manitoba Legislature, the 
Manitoba Department of Education, and local puhlic school districts re-affirmed Canada's 
English-French legacy as well as its multilingual, multicultural heritage with yet another series 
of language and language education acts -- the Canadian Official Languages Act of 1969, the 
Canadian Constitution Act of 1982, and the Canadian Multicultural Act of 1988. Today, the 
Canadian "Cultural Mosaic," or "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework," dispels the 
"Melting Pot" myth borrowed from the United States at the tum of the century. And, the 1990 
right to "language education choice" in Manitoba's syslI!m of puhlic schools denies the 1890 
rule of "One People, One L<'mguage, One School." To trace historical and recent developments 
in a Mennonite speech community associated with these policies, and subsequently with the 
contact of English, High Germall, and Loll' Germall "outside the classroom," the ethnographer --
2 
an insider-outsider -- synthesizes the Hymes-type work in ethnographies of speaking LInd the 
MUroy-type work in language and social networks to examine the Ferguson-coined phenomenon 
of diglossia and the Fishman-extended relationship between societal diglossia and individual 
bi/i'/ilgua/ism. Interviews with fifty-seven speakers, treated as a sequence of ethno-acts and 
ethno-events, are guided by the general question of sociolinguistic research -- who uses what 
language with whom, when, where, and why? Using Hymes' mnemonic code of SPEAKING 
lead:s to the description of a shared history and a shared way of speaking, as well as to insights 
into linguistic continuity, change, and compartmentalization. Telling Stories (Our of School) 
endls; with tales of an ethnic revival in Mennonite schools lind community today -- with new 
voices speaking Low Gennan, High Germall, and English. While the present ethnography of a 
Menl1lonite speech community in Canada, framed in Manitoba schools between 1890 and 1990, 
should be regarded as impressionistic and preliminary, the fact remains -- language dominance 
doe:s: do something to the life of language in a community as does language education policy that 
atte:rnpts to "start where the child is ... linguistic'llly." 
3 
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PROLOGUE TO TELLING STORIES (OUT OF SCHOOL) 
Stories are central to Telling Stories (Out of School). For stories themselves (not to 
mention conversations, songs, jokes, prayers, rituals, hymns, tales, instructions, ceremonies, 
riddles, doctrines, and laws) -- all "speech acts and speech events" -- constitute "the very warp 
and woof" of ethnic life (Fishman, 1985b, p. xi). But here, in Telling Stories (Ollt of School): 
All Ethnography in Canada, stories reveal links between language and ethnicity in a Mennonite 
speech community in southern Manitoba. Indeed, vignettes of Mother tongue (Plautdietsclz or 
vernacular LolV German) and God's tongue (Hochdeutsche or classical High German) coming in 
contact with the Queen's tongue (Calladian English) between 1890 and 1990, reveal language to 
be "a part ... an index ... and a symbol" (Fishman, 1985b, pp. 501-505) of Mennonite 
ethnicity. For Mennonite storytellers themselves describe Plautdietscl/ as the "down-to-earth" 
language of home and village "capable of expressing the ... 'soul'" (Klassen, 1989, p. 8) of the 
Mennonite experience (Reimer, 1983, p. 11). They characterize Hoclu/eutsche as the "other-
worldly" (Loewen, 1980, p. 85) language of the Mennonite meetinghouse and schoolhouse that 
separates the prosaic here and now from the utopic hereafter and maintains "the barrier against . 
. . national languages" (Loewen, 1986, p. 85). They refer to English as the "worldly" (Loewen, 
1980, p. 6) language of English-Canadian schools after 1890. And, the fact that these 
Mennonite storytellers choose both Ellglish and German to tell stories of their experiences in 
German-only schools in Mennonite private schools around 1890, in Ellglish-only "national" 
schools after 1920 (Bergen, 1950; Ens, 1918, 1980; Epp, 1914, 1982; Epp-Thiessen, 1982; 
Klassen, 1989; Loewen, 1965, 1968; Loewen, 1982; Peters, 1985; Zacharias, 1916; Loewen & 
Reimer, 1985; Reimer, Reimer, _ Thiessen, 1983), and in English-German bilingual public 
schools now, (no small detail), shows education to be a complex ethno-cultural arena -- a "field" 
(Lewin, 1939; Bales, 1950, 1979) of interaction and change (Fishman, 1972, 1985, 1989; 
Hymes, 1967, 1974, 1980, 1986). 
To follow the intricate processes of interaction and change is the ultimate aim of this 
ethnography in Canada (the thesis I proposed in committee in 1989, and defended in 1991). To 
have asked Mennonite storytellers in "the field," during the summer of 1989 -- Who uses what 
lallguage where, whell, and why? (Fishman, 1972, p. 46) -- reveals a telling story of language 
continuity, language conflict, and language compartmentalization in a Mennonite speech 
community. To have reconsidered the question in the field again, during the summer of 1990 --
Is it possible that the narrower issues "change and continuity" ill "sidestream" ethllicity and 
lallguage reflect the broader issues of "shift and cOllstalley" ill "maillstream" ethllocultllre? 
(Fishman, 1985b, pp. 502-517) -- yields a qualitative yes when I compare evidence of a 
Mennonite ethnic revival with that of the "widespread North American ... 'ethnic revival' of 
the mid-60s and mid-70s" (Fishman, 1985b, p. xii). It seems possible that the narrower issues 
sidestream issues of Mennonite language and ethnicity may indeed reflect broader mainstream 
issues of Canadian "multiculturalism within a bilingual framework" (Wardhaugh, 1983). The 
yes, however, is tentative and begs further study. 
Turning now to the organization of Tellillg Stories (Ollt of School), "speech acts" and 
"speech events" constitute beginning, middle, and end of the ethnography. In early chapters, 
stories lend both an historical and a present-day context to the ethnography of speaking Ellglish 
and Germall in a Mennonite community in southern Manitoba. In Chapter I, for example, 
German-speaking Mennonite storytellers themselves describe the historical "problem" of 
German-only Mennonite ethnicity in local schools while English-spe.'lking Canadian storytellers 
offer the historical "solution" of English-only attitudes, policies, and goals in Anglo-American 
education, all framed in Manitoba schools between 1890 and 1990 (Clark, 1968; Cook, 1966; 
Epp, 1974, 1982; Ewart, 1894; Peters, 1985; Wardhaugh, 1983). Then policy-makers, 
xi 
linguists, and educators talk about the legacy of English-French dualism in Canada; the trends 
toward bilingualism and multiculturalism in goverment, schools, and communications since the 
1960s (Beer & Jacob, 1985; Burnaby, 1987; Cummins, 1984, 1988, Ducharme, 1984; Edwards, 
1984; Elliott, 1983; Foucher, 1985; Wardhaugh, 1983, 1986, 1987); and the policies and 
practices in bilingual education in Manitoba public schools since the 1970s (Dyck, 1986; 
Manitoba Education, 1983a, 1983b, 1988, 1989a, 1989b, 1990; Plett, 1986; Manitoba Parents, 
1985, 1988; River East, 1989; Malyzynsky, 1989). In Chapter II, international sociolinguists 
advance interactive models of ethnolinguistic dualism -- diglossia (Ferguson, 1959), diglossia 
with and without bilingualism (Fishman, 1967), and di-etllllia (Fishman, 1980) -- as a way of 
explaining issues of literacy and language development in multilingual, multicultural societies, 
and point to the tradition of ethnography as a way of knowing ami following the "holistic and 
non quantitative 'poetic' perspectives" (Fishman, 1985b, p. 473) of language use in the 
educational experience (Hymes, 1961, 1974, 1980). In chapters III and IV, I myself tell stories 
of entering and re-entering the Mennonite speech community to undertake the ethnography 
during the summers of 1989 and 1990; of assuming an insider-outsider persona (Milroy, 1986); 
and of enmeshing myself in speech networks of within the Mennonite speech community. 
There, I find evidence of an ethnic revival that is recreated and reinterpreted by some speakers in 
Plamdietsch, by others in Hochdemsche, and by still others in English given myriad possibilities 
of interaction among "persons ... places ... topics ... role relationships" in community and 
school (Fishman, 1985b, p. 503). The markers of this particular ethnic revival include increases 
in mother-tongue claims (Klassen, 1989, pp. 3-18), increases in mother-tongue writings 
(Loewen & Reimer, 1985, pp. 279-286) and mother-tongue schools, and tinally, calls for 
research in ethnic studies at universities (Loewen, 1980), at heritage centers (Loewen, 1986), 
and in political arenas (Manitoba Minister of Culture, 1990; Manitoba Minister of Education & 
Training, 1990). 
xii 
xiii 
Near the end of Telling Stories (Out of School), in Chapter V, I shift my point-of-view 
from narrower issues of language continuity and change in the sidestream to broader issues of 
language maintenance and shift in the mainstream. For inside the local speech community, 
Mennonites who claim to use both LolV Gennall and High Germall say that one-language 
attitudes expressed in Manitoba public school policies and Canadian social policy in the first half 
of the twentieth century contributed to a gradual shift from German to English (Klassen, 1989, 
p. 7). Now, in the second half of the century, they add, Canada's pluralistic language policies 
and Manitoba's bilingual educational policies (Journal, 1989, pp. 44; Manitoba 1983c) "have 
helped to create an atmosphere in which it is not only acceptHb!c, but even desirable to express 
one's ethnicity" (Klassen, 1989, p. 6). Beyond the local Mennonite speech community, 
Manitoba policy-makers and educators who oversee language education policy and practice in 
Manitoba public schools say local communities have taken advantage of federal and provinciai 
legislation enabling them to exercise "language education choice" in local schools (Ducharme, 
1988; Manitoba Education, 1989a). Francais and French immersion programs piloted during 
the 1970s, and English-German, English-Hebrew, and English-Ukrainian bilingual programs 
piloted during the 1980s, have gained community acceptance (Manitoba Education, 1983a, 
1983b, 1988, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c, 1990). Early assessments of those bilingual programs 
indicate that students master content in both languages, achieve proficiency in English equal to 
students in Ellglish-only programs (Manitoba Education, 1988, p. 12), nnd "Ienrn tolerance and 
gain self-confidence in their own abilities" (Manitoba Education, 1983c p. 48). As one policy-
maker says, "bilingual educntion fosters mutual respect in all shndes of good" (Journal, 1989, p. 
54). 
Given this particular account of history, perhllps policy-makers, linguists, and 
educators in the United States, like those in Cnnada, should give attention to their own language 
histories. Perhaps they too should step back i:nllginatively and ask "What if ... Why ... How 
did it start?" (Hymes, 1980, p. 71). Given this prologue to Telling Stories (Out of School), I 
tum now to one particular story of language that started in a Mennonite Privat.e School around 
1890, and thle words (in Gennan): "What! Learn English! My children shall rot!" (Epp, 
1974). 
xiv 
CHAPTER I 
MOTHER TONGUE! GOD's TONGUE! ENTER THE QUEEN's TONGUE! 
A TELLING STORY OF LANGUAGE IN ANGLO-AMERICAN SCHOOLING 
Reflecting on the last one-hundred years of language 
attitudes, policies, and goals in Anglo-American schooling, a 
linguist and dean of a school of education called for an 
imaginative solution to an historical problem ... 
Histories . .. give little attelllion to it. A 
broad picture is clear ellough: wipe out the 
[Nativellallguages, erase lillguistic 
differellces due to immigralll origin, 
disvalue or stereotype dialect, insist 011 a 
single stalldard as a badge o/illtellectual 
alld persollal virtue. Little seems to be 
known about the/ormatioll o/these views ill 
schools 0/ education, their implemelllatioll 
in schools alld school districts, the 
tellsiolls, alld illferactions, alld adjustmellls 
in specific regiolls, where specific 
cOlifiguratiolls 0/ lillguistic differellce alld 
verbal repertoire prevailed. Olle sellses a 
pervasive differellce ill attitude today 
betweell groups differelllly silllated ill the 
class structure, a pattem 0/ differellce 
perhaps betweell the Eastem seaboard alld 
the West, but withom adequate 
documellfatioll. 
Perhaps we lIeed to step back, imagillatively, in a 
way analogous to "zero-budgeting." What if . .. 
Why . .. HolV did it start? (p. 71). 
Del Hymes (1980) 
"WHAT! LEARN ENGLISH! MY CHILDREN SHALL NOT!" 
A SPEECH ACT IN A MENNONITE PRIVATE SCHOOL AROUND 1890 
Mother tOllgue (\'emacular German) and God's tongue (classical Gentwn), together 
with a right to teach Demsche 111/(1 Religioll (catechism) in Mennonite private schools, stirred 
Mennonites to emigrate from Russia to Canada, during the 1870s and 1880s (Dyck, 1980, p. 
201). What awldted them on the Manitoba prairies, in the 1890s, was the Queen's tongue 
(Calladian Ellglish), or in the words of a Mennonite patriarch, "a rationale for [Canadian] public 
schools ... one king, one God, one navy, one all-British empire" (Epp, 1974, p. 333). 
These Mennonites sensed, rightly so, that English schools threatened the survival of 
their school and their community, their way of life. An anonymous observer, likely a school 
inspector fluent in Ellglish and Gemlall, participated in a gathering of villagers at a Mennonite 
private school, around 1890 (Epp, 1974). His record of a speech act (talk, in this case, in 
vernacular Germall, transcribed in classical Germall, and translated into Calladiall English) 
foreshadowed an event that loomed ahead in Canada, the passage of legislation compelling 
German-speaking Mennonites to close their Mennonite private schools and send their children to 
"national" English schools (Peters, 1985): 
All Older Neighbor: We do not wish to have an inspector. Our schools are 
good enough. 
A YOllllger Neighbor: I believe it would be well if we could have some 
English in our schools. 
Several Voices: What! Ellglish? 
Other YOllllger Neighbors: Why not? We should know how to read and write 
Ellglish. That is necessary. Who now can really decipher the government 
letter that has been sent to us? 
All Older Persoll: That is entirely unnecessary. Our schools are private 
schools and the government has nothing to say to them. 
A Voice from the Rear: No, he must not be allowed to do that. We must treat 
the government with respect. 
A Neighbor: Have they not promised religious freedom to us? 
A Voicefrom the Rear: And in Canada one must know how to speak 
Calladiall, that is Ellglish. 
All Oider Persoll: That shows the new spirit. Beware of such suggestions. 
That is the beginning of the end. For twenty years we have not learned 
Ellglish and were happy without it. But today, many are getting along too 
well. The young men know better than their elders the things that ought to be 
done. 
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AllOther Older Persoll: The Bible has been written in Germall, why then 
should we have to learn English. My children at least shall not do so. 
A Third Elderly Persoll: Neither shall mine (Epp, 1974, pp. 342-343; 
italicized language mine). 
Word of "an inspector ... Ellglish ... a government letter ... religious freedom ... 
the new spirit ... the German Bible ... my children" spread from the Mennonite German 
private school to Mennonite villages across the Manitoba prairies. Talk turned into an 
organized movement to avoid "national" schools, generally; to resist English and the Unioll 
Jack, specifically; to preserve Deutsche und Religion, ultimately (Bergen, 1959; Ens, 1974, 
1980; Epp, 1974, 1982; Francis, 1953; Peters, 1985; Redekop, 1989). 
In a sequence of acts and events including the Manitoba legislature's passage of the 
Public Schools Act in 1890, the British Privy Council's denial of the Mennonites' appeal to re-
open Mennonite private schools in 1920, and the Canadian Parliament's restoration of minority 
language rights in 1969, German-speaking Mennonites found themselves embroiled in a bitter 
controversy over linguistic dualism in Manitoba schools. The chain of events marked the 
official entry of the Queen's tongue in the Mennonite speech community (Clark, 1968; Cook, 
1966; Epp, 1974, 1982; Ewert, 1894; Peters, 1985). 
"ONE PEOPLE, ONE LANGUAGE, ONE SCHOOL SYSTEM": 
SPEECH ACTS IN THE MANITOBA LEGISLATURE 
BETWEEN 1890 AND 1960 
Claims and counterclaims heard from the pUlpit, the press, and the bench, marked 
official English "a problem" for German-speaking Mennonites in Manitoba (not to mention all 
linguistic minorities in Canada). The problem first surfaced in 1889, when an English-spe.1king 
attorney and spokesperson from the so-called "Equal Rights Association" in Ontario talked to 
Manitobans about "One People, One Language, One School System" (Clark, 1968, pp. 2-5). 
One year later, the "infamous" Ontario attorney and the Manitoba Attorney General led the 
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English-Canadians in the Manitoba Legislature to ratify the Manitoba Public Schools Act of 
1890 (Wardhaugh, 1983, p. 119). In "the most significant move ... in Western Canada," the 
English majodty abrogated language and school rights of all linguistic minorities and gave 
Manitoba a system of secular English schools "modelled on that of Ontario ... and on the non-
sectarian schools of the mid-western American states to the south" (Wardhaugh, 1983, pp. 119-
120). So the Manitoba school language question became a searing political issue that not only 
separated the Conservatives from the Liberals but also dissevered English-Protestants, French-
Catholics, and German-Mennonites. Each linguistic group took a position on the Manitoba 
school language question. 
An English-only Stump Speech 
An English-speaking preacher, a known crony of the Manitoba Attorney General and 
the infamous Ontario attorney (Clark, 1968), spoke of the "polyglot" from the pUlpit and before 
the press in the 1890s. In a sermon entitled "One Canadian People" (Bryce, 1889) and, later, in 
an article entitled "The Manitoba School Question" (Bryce, 1893), he offered a rationale for 
English-only in Manitoba's public schools. He characterized a "unique" problem facing 
Manitoba: a province made up of ten-thousand Icelandic, Scottish, Ukrainian, Polish, 
Hungarian, and Finnish immigrants; twelve-thousand French-speaking Metis and Quebecers; 
and "fifteen thousand German-speaking Mennonites ... more ignorant to-day as a people than 
when they came from Russia eighteen years ago" (Bryce, 1893, p. 64). Tossing out terms like 
"equal rights for all ... special privileges for none" (Bryce & Ewert, 1889, p. 39), the preacher 
proposed an English-only "melting pot" based on principles applied in the American states to the 
south. There, he declaimed, English-only public schools anglicized French speakers in 
Louisiana; German speakers in Kansas, Illinois, Minnesota, !md Nebraska; and Spanish speakers 
in Texas. If such a model worked to unite and homogenize an American people, then such a 
model would surely "rear up a homogeneous Canadian people," he concluded. 
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Amid persuasive protests from Manitoba's linguistic minorities, the Manitoba 
Legislature passed the 1890 Public Schools Act. In defense of the Legislature's action, the 
Calladiall Magazille published what Preacher Bryce, an English-speaking Presbyterian, called 
"The Manitoba School Question" (Bryce, 1893), or what Preacher Dyck, a German-speaking 
Mennonite, called "a rationale for [Canadian] public schools ... one king, one God, one navy, 
one all-British empire" (Epp, 1974): 
The problem facing Manitoba was unique. The province was made up of 
people of many nations. Its speech is polyglot, with the majority English-
speaking. 
What could patriotic Manitobans do? They were faced with the prospect of 
whole masses of the popUlation growing up illiterate. The Mennonites, who 
came from Russia, are more ignorant to-day as a people than when they came 
from Russia eighteen years ago. Yes, British Manitoba has been a better 
foster-mother of ignorance than ... Russia had been. 
The only hope for the province was to fall back on the essential rights of the 
province, and provide one public school for every locality, and have a 
vigorous effort made to rear up a homogeneous Canadian people .... the first 
steps have been taken, and in the mind of most ... the battle has been won. 
There was no abuse of Catholics, or Mennonites, or foreigners. There has not 
been the slightest animosity manifested. Violence was unknown in the 
campaign, or at the polls. There was simply the conviction that public schools 
are a great necessity ... that they are the only fair system yet devised for 
meeting prevailing ignorance; and that in order to make us a united people, a 
patriotic love of our province demands this expedient. 
Our French-Canadian and Mennonite fellow-countrymen are coming to see this 
(Bryce, 1893, in Clark, 1968, pp. 63-64). 
But, neither the Russian-Mennonites nor the French-Canadians had come "to see this." Between 
the 1890s and the 1920s, both linguistic minorities appealed their cases for language education 
rights to British-Canadian judicial system, not without "abuse ... animosity ... violence. " 
A French Appeal to the British-Canadian Tribunal 
Outraged by insults about illiteracy, Manitoba's linguistic minorities appealed their 
language education cause to the British-Canadian tribunal for intervention. The first appeal, one 
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led by the French-speaking minority in the case of Brophy and others v. Manitoba Attorney 
General (1894), and supported by GerIf:lan-speaking Mennonites, challenged the authority of the 
Manitoba Legislature to mandahl "English-only" schools on the grounds that the 1890 Public 
Schools Act violated the existing precedent for language education rights found in a careful 
reading of the articles of the Canadian Confederation. The Brophy case ended in 1897, with the 
Laurier-Greenway Compromise, an interim bilingual education compromise in Manitoba schools 
(Ducharme, 1988; Foucher, 1985). 
Brophy and others v. Manitoba Attorney Gelleral (]894). To protest the so-called 
problem of French-Catholic schools, the linguistic minority took its language education cause to 
the Manitoba Courts. In Brophy and others v. Manitoba Attorney General (1894), the French 
minority argued that the 1890 Manitoba! Public Schools Act violated the existing precedent for 
minority language rights found in a careful reading of Article 93 of the historic British North 
American Act of 1867, "the centrepiece of the Canadian Constitution until very recently" 
(Mallea, 1989): 
The 1867 British North America Act. Nothing in any such Law shall 
prejudicially affect any Right of Privilege with respect to Denominational 
Schools which any Call of Persons have by Law in the Province at the Unioll 
(Clark, 1968, p. 102, emphasis mine). 
and of Article 22 of the historic Manitoba Act of 1870 (Foucher, 1985, p. 190): 
11le 1870 Mallitoba Act. Nothing in any such Law shall prejudicially affect 
any right of privilege with respect to Denominational Schools which any class 
of persons have by Law or practice in the Province at the Union (Clark, 1968, 
p. 102, emphasis mine). I 
The Brophy case moved from the Manitoba Court of Appeals in Winnipeg, to the 
Canadian Supreme Court in Ottawa. There, the Minister of Justice heard the case and referred it 
to the Judicial Committee of the Privy G:ouncil in London. In 1895, the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council hdd for Brophy and the minority but ruled that the jurisdiction for such 
questions of llinguage education lay with the Province of Manitoba (Clark, 1968, pp. 118-177; 
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Foucher, 1985, pp. 189-210; Mallea, 1989, pp. 57-60). The Judicial Committee returned the 
case to the Canadian Supreme Court where the Chief Justice addressed the constitutional issue of 
minority language rights: 
The rights of the minority in this instance arise from a compact entered into 
between the people of Canada and those of the Red River, a compact ratified 
and made binding by the Parliament of both peoples and the Imperial 
Parliament as well ... The minority in defense of their rights have complied 
with every form of the law, have carried their case through every court of 
jurisdiction in the land to the foot of the Throne itself, have had their claims 
favorably decided upon by the highest court in the realm ... Can any claim of 
expediency without the exercise of downright tyranny override the justice of 
the minority's demands? (Kribs, 1895, in Clark, 1968, pp. 177-181). 
Minority Language Education Rights Restored in 1897. The issue did not die in closed 
judicial chambers. In 1896, the newly-elected Canadian Prime Minister found it politically 
expedient to listen to the voices of the linguistic minority. He promptly negotiated a 
compromise with the Manitoba Premier, the Laurier-Greenway Compromise of 1897, a middle 
course "to provide language rights for non-English-speaking children in the public schools and 
to permit religious instruction each day" (Dumford, 1978, pp. 334-335). From 1897, the year 
the Manitoba Legislature approved the compromise for bilingual education, until shortly after 
the tum of the century, communities of German-speaking Mennonites and French-speaking 
Catholics as well as other linguistic minorities took advantage of Manitoba's bilingual schools 
(Skelton, 1921, pp. 211-214, in Clark, 1968). But soon, talk of British patriotism and Canadian 
nationalism together with rumors of war with Germany turned liberal notions of bilingual 
education to conservative moves toward English-only schools. In the years surrounding 
Britain's 1913 declaration of war on Germany, the English majority in Manitoba recoiled to pass 
yet other school legislation designed to assimilate linguistic minorities. 
A Mennonite Appeal to the British-Canadian Trihunal 
Solemnly Mennollite passivists, who in 1890, uttered "What! Learn English? My 
children shall not ... ," turned into Mennonite activists resisting the Union Jack and the 
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Queell's tollgue in "national" schools after 1900. The Mennonite appeal for German language 
education rights in Mennonite schools, led by seven Mennonite congregations in southern 
Manitoba, in the case Mallitoba Attorney Gelleral v Hildebralld and Doerksen (1919), tested the 
legality of English-only schools on the premise that the 1890 Public Schools Act breached the 
1873 Calladian Priviligium, also referred to as the 1873 Orders-in-Council. The Hildebrand 
case ended in 1920, with the denial of German language rights in Manitoba schools, and a halt 
to all "flirtation with multiculturalism and multilingualism" (Wardhaugh, 1983, p. 121) in 
Manitoba until federal legislation in the 1960s revoked English-only language education acts. 
Events unfolded in this way. 
Mennonite Resistance to "National" English Schools. Two events in the Manitoba 
Legislature between 1900 and 1920, passage of the flag-raising legislation of 1907, and passage 
of the Compulsory School Attendance Act of 1916, put an end to possibilities for German-
English bilingual schools granted by the Laurier-Greenway Compromise. These acts essentially 
foreclosed on all remaining legal choices for German Mennonite private schools. The 
Mennonite resistance heightened after 1907, when the newly elected Manitoba Premier decreed 
that the" Union Jack, a symbol of the British Empire, be ... raised in public schools daily" 
(Epp, 1974, p. 345). Resistance spread beyond the "Mennonite Reserves" in Manitoba, to 
reserves in Ontario and Saskatchewan, where the legislatures passed similar school laws 
promoting flag-raisings in "national" English schools. Protestors likened flag-raising 
ceremonies in national English schools to those in schools in Britain, the United States, not to 
mention Germany itself and called such acts a sign of rising militarism in national schools. 
Speaking before Parliament, on behalf of a German-speaking Mennonite delegation, an English-
speaking Canadian law-maker explained that to these German-speaking passivists, flags and flag-
raisings in national English schools represented a nation preparing for war: 
[We] regret the steps taken to inculcate the spirit of militarism in the minds of 
the rising generation and ... we hereby express ourselves in favor of 
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inculcating the principles of peace and good will to all men in the minds of our 
children, using every means to spread the means of peace (Epp, 1974, pp. 346-
347). 
But public opinion turned against Germany, against pacifism, against the German-
speaking Mennonite passivists from Russia. Departments of education in Manitoba, Ontario, 
and Saskatchewan sent school inspectors into German-speaking communities with a "national" 
goal: to enforce flag-raising and English-speaking policies in public schools and to prosecute 
those in Mennonite districts who avoided or resisted English schools. In more than one 
situation, German-speaking congregations on the Mennonite Reserves in Manitoba, Ontario, anl,1 
Saskatchewan found themselves making choices: at first, choosing between incentives for 
sending their children to "national" English schools, on one hand, and options for bilingual 
public schools or German private schools, on the other hand; later, choosing between being 
taxed, fined, or jailed by provincial authorities for speech acts in German, on one hand, or 
excommunicated by the congregation for speech acts in English, on the other hand. One 
desperate Mennonite appealed his predicament to the Minister of Education in a letter dated 
1908: 
Having the future of my children in view I took the necessary steps to join a 
more progressive branch of the Mennonite church. As soon as the leaders of 
the Old Colony [congregation] got notice of my steps they excommunicated me 
and forbade all the members to have any more dealing with me. The 
consequence was that I had to give up my home, my business, and everything 
for the sake of giving my children a better education and this in a land of the 
free. Now ... don't you think that existing conditions are an insult to our 
liberal constitution (Saskatchewan Archives Board, 1908, in Epp, 1974, pp. 
353). 
A swift retort came, not from the Minister of Education, but from the Premier: 
Inform the Mennonite heads that unless they leave free those of their people 
who wish to use the public school we will compel the formation of Public 
School Districts where ever there are enough children of school age and will 
force the payment of taxes; and ... inform them also that we will deprive 
them of the legal right to solemnize marriages (Saskatchewan Archives Board, 
1908, in Ens, 1980, pp. 75-76). 
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One member of the press blamed the government for "the loss of [Fre:nch and German] 
schools 'to the national system'." An editor, following the Mennonite resistarlce onibehalf of 
the Manitoba Free Press in 1910, warned Conservative legislators that "undue: pressure" brought 
upon the Mennonites could lead to dislocation of these people and destruction of their villages 
and schools: 
It is asserted quite positively that the conservative [Mennonite] peopl\!, are Ito 
this day so tenacious of their principles that if any attempt should be vnade mn 
the part of the government to force public schools upon them or even to force 
them to teach English in their private schools -- not that they have any 
conscientious scruples against learning English, but because they res~nt all I 
outside, that is government, interference -- they would leave the couqtry in I 
spite of the large material interests which they have there (Manitoba free I 
Press, 1910, in Epp, 1974, p. 348). 
Eventually one third of the Mennonite population in M:mitoba protested by eqligrating to 
Mexico and Paraguay, but not until after the situation worsened. 
Another newly-elected Manitoba Premier, determined to leave his m~rk on Manitoba 
education, led the Manitoba Legislature to pass the Compulsory School Attem,lance Act of 1916. 
The law not only compelled Mennonites to send their children to "national" sqhools.1 It also put 
an end to German-English bilingual schools granted by the Laurier-Greenway Comp:romise and 
forced closure of all German Mennonite private schools in Manitoba (Peters, ~985, !p. 32). The 
Manitoba Minister of Education defended action taken by the Manitoba Legislature: I 
The immigrant children are the raw material of Canadian citizenship .,' .. The 
sooner we understand this the quicker they will assimilate themselves to our 
conditions and the admixture we all desire will take place. We shall ~uild up a 
Canadian nationality under the British flag, carrying on Britishjusticy, I 
freedom, and democracy ... 
In the past we have not been careful of whom we admitted, but have ~aken ul1 
classes from Germany, Russia, Italy, Austria, and given them the pri'~ileges of 
citizenship ... to those who come determined to be 100 percent Canfldian i . •• 
we will bid welcome, but if they come determined to stay German, tq stay i 
Ruthenian, we want them turned back (Thornton, 1916, in Peters, 19,85, p. 
32). 
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Mallitoba Attorney Gelleral v Hildebrand and Doerkfell (1919). Repeatedly, between 
1916 and 1920, Mennonite patriarches, suited in black and governed by rules of Delltsche IlIld 
Religioll, appealed to the British-Canadian tribunal, robed in black and governed by policies on 
English and the Ullion Jack. Led by a Mennonite Bishop, the Mennonite Emergency Delegation 
on Education entered the case of Manitoba Attorney General v Hildebralld and Doerksen (1919), 
a defense of Deutsche ulld Religion in Mennonite private schools based upon the promises of the 
1873 Canadian Orders-ill-Coullcil and the 1873 Calladian Priviligilllll. In closed chambers, the 
German-speaking Mennonite minority reminded the English-speaking majority that the Orders-
ill-Council granted the Mennonites, along with the Quakers, pacifist status and that the 
Canadiall PriviligiulII guaranteed Mennonites "exemption from military service ... free land 
grants on the condition of settlement ... the privilege of affirming instead of making affidavits 
... warrants from Hamburg to Fort Garry" and, above all, "privilege of religious freedom 
extended to the education of children in schools" (Friesen, 1985, pp. 16-17). 
The Hildebrand case moved from Manitoba's Court of Appeals, through Canada's 
Supreme Court, to Britain's Privy Council in London, and climaxed in June of 1920, when the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council denied the Mennonites their German language 
education rights. In a narrow interpretation of the British North America Act of 1867 and the 
Manitoba Act of 1870, the justices found Article Ten of the ClInadiall PriviligiulII, the legal 
rationale for the defense of Mennonite private schools, to be null and void in matters of 
langllage education in the Province of Manitoba. Neither the 23 July 1973 version of the 
Priviligilllll, stating: 
17,e Canadian Priviligilllll 0123 JlIly 1874. That the Mennonites will have the 
fullest privilege of exercising their religious principles is by law afforded 
[emphasis added by Epp, 1982] the Mennonites, without any kind of 
molestation or restriction whatever (Epp, 1982, p. 106) 
nor the revised 13 August 1873 version tiled as Canadian Orders-in-Council, stating: 
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The Order-ill-Coullcil of 13 August 1873. That the Mennonites will have the 
fullest privileges of exercising their religious principles, and educating their 
children in schools, as provided by law [emphasis added by Epp, 1982], 
without any kind of molestation or restriction whatever (Epp, 1982, p. 106) 
held in the case of Mallitoba Allorney Gelleral v Hildebralld alld Doerksen (1919) (Epp, 1974, 
1982; Mallea, 1989; Peters, 1985). In the context of the Mennonite community, the 1890 
Manitoba Public Schools Act together with the 1916 Manitoba Compulsory School Attendance 
Act, essentially denied the Mennonites the right to teach Deutsche ulld religion in the Mennonite 
private schools. Increasingly after the 1920s, Mennonite mother IOlIgue (vernacular German) 
and God's tongue (classical Germall) fell victim to the confounded issues of Canada's nation[l\ 
policy to promote Ellglish and the Vllioll Jack. 
A Circumspect View of Events Between 1890 and 1960 
A Canadian linguist provided a "century-spanning appraisal of language and ethnicity in 
Canada" and looked circumspectively at the Manitoba Public Schools Act of 1890. He 
characterized the school language act and its impact on linguistic minorities as "the most 
significant move ... in western Canada" (Wardhaugh, 1983, p. 119). Commenting on the 
relative status of Ellglish, Frellch, and immigrant languages before and after the 1890 Act, he 
remarked (Wardhaugh, 1983, pp. 119-121): 
When Manitoba ... was founded in 1870, there was no threat to the French 
[minority nor to the Mennonite minority] in the new province: their linguistic 
and ... [denominational] rights were apparently guaranteed. But within a 
very few years much of the tolerance for the French language [and immigrant 
languages] ... that had existed at the time of Confederation and the passing of 
the Manitoba Act of 1870 had been replaced by a desire to make the West 
conform to "English" traditions. The provisions of the British North America 
Act were given their most limited interpretation: there would be conformity to 
its letter rather than it spirit. Provincial legislation which changed language 
laws went unchallenged by the federal government, secular English schools 
became the model almost everywhere (Wardhaugh, 1983, p. 119). 
The most significant move against the French [and Mennonites] in western 
Canada was the decision of the Manitoba Legislature in 1890 to remove state 
support from the ... [denominational school system] of the province .... 
That those privileges had been granted under the Manitoba Act of 1870 [and 
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the Canadian Priviligium of 1873] was of no consequence. Since they 
pertained to education, a provincial responsibility, they could be removed, or 
so the argument went (Wardhaugh, 1983, pp. 119-120). 
Essentially, the English majority settled the issue of English-French dualism and 
English-German dualism by dismantling the system of denominational schools guaranteed by the 
Canadian Confederation. 
The mid years of the 1890s saw the ... Catholics [and Mennonites] in 
Manitoba take their CP.se to the Privy Council in London where they ultimately 
gained support for their claim that their rights had been infringed and that their 
grievance was legitimate .... the outcome gained only a compromise 
solution, the Laurier-Greenway compromise of 1896, enacted into Manitoba 
law the following year .... the compromise ... left open certain possibilities 
for a variety of bilingual schools, possibilities that many groups in addition to 
the French [including the Mennonites] took advantage of at the tum of the 
century. However, the outbreak of World War I brought an end to this 
flirtation with multiculturalism and multilingualism. Such a policy was felt 
not to be in the best interests of a country committed, outside of Quebec at 
least, to a defense of King and Empire. Bilingual education was suppressed 
and the Manitoba French [and Mennonites] had to wait until 1970 for the 
restoration of their right to have their children educated in French [German] 
(Wardhaugh, 1983, pp. 120-121). 
Clearly, the Manitoba Public Schools Act of 1890 was a "most significant move." The 
"move" virtually denied all minorities language education rights, and it superposed English on 
German-speaking Mennonites in Manitoba and Saskatchewan, indeed on all linguistic minorities 
in Western Canada. Increasingly after the 1890s and until the 1960s, the minority language 
education rights remained suppressed in Manitoba while the notion of a nationalizing Anglo-
American "melting pot" spread across Canada (Clark, 1968; Wardhaugh, 1983, 1987). 
"MULTICULTURALISM WITHIN A BILINGUAL FRAMEWORK": 
SPEECH ACTS IN PARLIAMENT AND THE MANITOBA LEGISLATURE 
BETWEEN 1960 AND 1990 
Canada moved boldly in the 1960s to dispel the "melting-pot" myth borrowed in the 
1890s from the American states to the south. The then new Prime Minister from Quebec, fluent 
in English and Frel/ch, began to articulate a new Canadian agenda for the twenty-first century, 
an agenda of unity through diversity. He called for an end to "One People, One Language" 
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nationalism, the hallmark of North American and Western European ethnoculliUre in the 
I 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and called it a "rustic and clumsy" tool to be discarded: 
I 
In the advanced societies, where the interplay of social forces can be regulated 
by law, where the centres of political power can be mad~ responsiblelto the 
people, where the economic victories are a function of ~ducation and I 
automation, where cultural differentiation is submitted tp ruthless competition, 
and where the road to progress lies in the direction of il1,ternational integration, 
nationalism will have to be discarded as a rustic and cluptsy tool (Trudeau, 
1968, p. 202). 
Instead, he spoke of a new Canadian federalism, a new ethos or II "Cultural Mosaic" to inform 
I 
the beliefs, customs, and practices of a pluralistic society: 
The die is cast in Canada: there are two main ethnic and linguistic groups: 
each is too strong and too deeply rooted in the past, tOOl firmly bound: to a 
mother-culture, to be able to engulf the other. But if the two will collaborate 
at the hub of a truly pluralistic state, Canada could becqme the envied seat of a 
form of federalism that belongs to tomorrow's world .. , .. Canada would offer 
an example to all those new Asian and African states ... who must dliscover 
how to govern their polyethnic populations with proper regard for justice and 
liberty ... Canadian federalism is an experiment of major proportions; it 
could become a brilliant prototype for the moulding of ~omorrow's civilization 
(Trudeau, 1968, pp. 178-179). I 
Following the Prime Minister's lead, the Canadian Parl:iament took steps to re-affirm 
i 
the legacy of English-Canadian, French-Canadians, immigrants, and Native peoples inherited at 
the Battle on the Plains of Abraham. The Prime Minister, a provocative spokesperson for the 
I 
French minority and elected leader of the English majority, transformed Canada's legacy of 
I 
linguistic dualism into a trend toward cultural pluralism. Parliament and the Prime Minister 
I 
coined it "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework." Thus the historii:al problem of 
I 
unity through Anglo-American conformity gave way imaginativdy to a futuristic trend toward 
I 
Canadian unity through ethno-cultural plurality. 
Trends in the Canadian Parliament 
Canada launched its experiment in "multiculturalism within a bilingual framework" in 
I 
1963, when Parliament appointed a Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism "to 
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look into the relationship between the English and French in Canada and make recommendations 
for changes" (Wardhaugh, 1987, p. 223). Acting on the reports of the Royal Commission and 
on the successes of the Civil Rights Movement in the United States as well (Wardhaugh, 1983, 
pp. 39-46), the Canadian Parliament passed legislation proclaiming a dominantly English-
speaking country to be an "officially bilingual" nation and an "officially multicultural" society 
(Wardhaugh, 1983, pp. 198-218). In effect, the Official Languages Act of 1969 restored French 
language rights outside Quebec and declared English and French to be the official languages 
throughout Canada, i.e. in government, communications, and education; the Constituti01l Act of 
1982 together with the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, enshrined English and French in the 
Constitution and guaranteed language education rights to all of Canada's linguistic minorities, 
i.e. French-Canadians, Native peoples, and immigrants; and the Multiculturalism Act of 1988 
committed federal resources to support Canada's goals in cultural pluralism, i.e. programs in 
race relations, cross-cultural awareness, heritage cultures and languages, and community 
participation (Bourhis, 1984a, 1984b, 1984c; Breton, 1980; Burnaby, 1987; Canada, 1988; 
Cummins, 1984a, 1984b, 1984c, 1988; Driedger, 1984; Driedger & Hengstenberg, 1986; 
Ducharme, 1984; Foucher, 1985; Heller, 1984; ISlUiw, 1984; Joy, 1972; Lachepelle & 
Henripin, 1982; Mallea, 1984, 1989; McLeod, 1983; Rubin, 1971, 1983; Wardhaugh, 1983, 
1986, 1987). 
Directions in the Manitoba Legislature 
Manitoba adopted the national experiment in "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual 
Framework" as its own when the law-makers placed bilingualism and bilculturalism atop the 
province's educational agenda. Acting on the findings of the 1959 Royal Commission on 
Education and in accord with the 1969 Official Languages Act, the Manitoba Legislature 
restored French language education rights by virtue of the Manitoba Public Schools Act of 
1970. Thus English and French became the ofticiallanguages of instruction in Manitoba public 
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schools. However, the issue of "nonofficial" languages, Native languages, land immigrant 
I 
languages, remained unaddressed in Manitoba until the 1980s when law-makers, in response to 
the nation-wide debate surrounding Canadian repatriation, passed two additional pieces of school 
I 
language legislation: the Manitoba Public Schools Act of 1980 and an amenidment in 1982. 
These laws, a response to the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, guaranteed all 
linguistic minorities the right to educate their children "in the officiallangulage of their choice" 
(Ducharme, 1984, p. 1). 
Language Education "Choice" in Manitoba Public Schools 
Today, the Canadian Secretary of State, the Manitoba Department of Culture, Heritage, 
and Citizenship, and the Manitoba Department of Education and Training promote 
I 
"Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" or languag(: education "ahoice" in Manitoba 
public schools. The Department of Education and Training currently administers policies and 
coordinates resources to support three models of language education "choicl~": "Official" 
language programs, "Heritage" language programs including bilingual programs and language 
enrichment programs, and "Native" language programs, all illustrated in figure 1 (Manitoba 
Education, 1983a, 1983b, 1988, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c, 1990) .. 
In a policy statement dated June of 1990, the Manitoba Minister of Education and 
I 
Training, speaking in Ellglish and Frellch, reaffirmed Manitoba's commitment to language 
choice by outlining standards for programs in "Francais anu Immersion .. J Multiculturalism .. 
I 
. Native language and studies ... [and] bilingual programs in languages other than English and 
French." Central to the Minister's "blueprint" for student success in the tWienty-first century are 
the concepts of English-French dualism, cultural pluralism, and community participation 
I 
(Manitoba, 1990, pp. 8-23): 
Answerillg the Challellge ... provides a blueprint for the future di:velopment 
of ... curriculum, ... assessment, evaluation and rttporting over Ithe next 
decade .... It also addresses changing societal expectations of ther educational 
I 
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LANGUAGE EDUCATION "CHOICE" IN MANITOBA 
(a) "Official" Language Programs 
E1Igiish 
Fra1lcais 
Fre1lch Immersion 
(b) "Heritage" Language Programs 
Bilingual Programs 
E1Iglish-GermaJ/ 
E1Iglish-Hebrew 
E1Ig Iish-Ukrai 1/ ia 11 
Language Enrichment Programs 
Chi1lese 
Filipi1lo 
Hutteria1l Germa1l 
Jcelalldic 
ItaliaJ/ 
Lati1l 
Polish 
Portuguese 
PU1Ijabi 
Spa1lish 
Yiddish 
(c) "Native" Language Programs 
ChipellyaJ/ 
Cree 
Dakota/Sioux 
Isla1ld Lake Cree 
Ojibway 
Figure 1. Language education "choice" in Manitoba. Manitoba 
educational policy mandates three modds of language education "choice" 
in public schools: (a) "Official" language programs, (b) "Heritage" 
language programs, and (c) "Native" language programs. Source: 
Manitoba (1989a, 1990). 
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system .... the policy directions ... are the result of an extensive review 
process and reflect the input of the variou3 partners in the educational process: 
parents, educators, post-secondary institutions, business and professional 
organizations .... the goal of high school education is to provide students 
with the knowledge, skills, confidence and values that enable them to lead 
successful lives and make positive contributions to society ... to handle 
successfully the demands of the 21st century (Manitoba Ministry of Education 
and Training, 1990, p. 1). 
While the trend toward "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" presents a 
unique set of problems to Canadian educators, linguists, and policy-makers, the direction clearly 
introduces a different set of standards for language planning and policy in education. In 
Manitoba public schools, for example, three language education policies have prevailed since the 
1960s. One, Canadian "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" replaces "One People, 
One Language, One School System" as a rationale for language planning and educational policy-
making in Manitoba public schools. Two, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 
enshrined in the Canadian Constitution, mandates choice in decisions of minority language 
education rights in local communities. And three, the Manitoba Ministry of Education 
prescribes a process that involves cOIIIIII/miry participatioll -- parents, educators, post-secondary 
institutions, and business and professional organizations -- in local school reform. It appears 
that Canadian educators, linguists, and policy-makers have indeed stepped back imaginatively to 
ask "What if ... Why ... How did it start?" 
A TELLING STORY OF LANGUAGE IN ANGLO-AMERICAN SCHOOLING 
Given this history, this telling story of language in Anglo-American schooling, framed 
in Manitoba schools between 1890 and 1990, a question surfaces. Who in the Mennonite speech 
community today uses what language with whom, when, where, and why? What went on then 
in the aftermath of an English-only act, a compulsory school attendance law, and an appeal for 
language education rights that took the Mennonite speech community to the Canadian Supreme 
Court and the British Crown itself? And what's going on now in the aftermath of 
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"Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework"? In the particular situation of one-hundred 
years of contact between sidestream language and culture in a Mennonite speech community in 
Manitoba and mainstream language and culture in Canada, illustrated in figure 2, is there 
continuity, change, and compartmentalization? Is it possible that narrower issues of "change 
and continuity" -- micro-issues of sidestream ethnocultu,re -- reflect broader issues of "shift and 
constancy" -- the macro-issues of mainstream ethnoculture? Is it possible to know and to follow 
the intricate processes of change and continuity? If so, how so? To answer these questions, I 
tum my attention toward ethnography as "community science," to concepts of ethnolinguistic 
dualism, and to a centuries-old tradition of diglossia. 
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CHAPTER II 
TOWARD ETHNOGRAPHY AS "COMMUNITY SCIENCE": 
AN INTERDISCIPLINARY MODEL OF A SPEECH COMMUNITY 
Singling out ethnolinguistic diversity as an historical problem 
and an enduring question in education, national development, 
and cross-cultural communication, an ethnographer said ... 
TIle role oj lallguage ill thought alld culture 
call1lot be assessedJor bilillguals ulltil the 
role oj each lallguage is assessed; but the 
same is trueJor mOllolillguals sillce ill 
dijJerelll societies lallguage ellters 
dijJerelllially illlo educatiollal experiellce .. 
. . What is lIeeded, theil, is a gelleral 
theory alld body oj knowledge within which 
diversity oJ speech , repertoires, ways of 
speaking, and choosillg among themfilld a 
lIatural place. Such a theory and body oj 
kllowledge are ollly 11011' beillg built ill a 
sustailled way (pp. 38-40). 
Del Hymes (1986) 
A TRADITION OF ETHNOGRAPHY 
Two ways of speaking and two ways of knowing have marked Mennonite language and 
ethnicity for at least four centuries (R. Epp, 1986; Goertzen, 1972; Hostetler, 1974, 1980; 
Klassen, 1989; Loewen, 1986; Mireau, 1965; Reimer, Reimer, & Thiessen, 1983). This state 
of etlmolillguistic dualism, n term used here to link language and ethnicity in a Mennonite 
speech community, is defined as a particular situation in which two traditions of one language, 
an oral tradition and a literary tradition (R. Epp, 1987; Klassen, 1989; Loewen, 1986; Reimer, 
1983), are used to interpret two worlds, one secular and one sacred (Loewen, 1980, pp. 85-95; 
Driedger, 1980, pp. 123-136), and to compartmentalize two "fields" of social interaction (Bales, 
1979), a prosaic "here and now," and a utopic "hereafter" (Kanter, 1972; Manuel & Manuel, 
1979). And while the term ethnolinguistic dualism is not limited singly to a Mennonite speech 
community, not to anyone time, anyone place, nor anyone language family (Ferguson, 1959, 
pp. 336-337), the historical problem and the enduring question of ethnolinguistic diversity in 
multilingual, multicultural societies have gone relatively unnoticed until the middle of the 
twentieth century when the "human sciences" --language, anthropology, sociology, psychology, 
and education -- converged in ethllography, a community science (Gumperz & Hymes, 1986; 
Hymes, 1980). 
Today, leading researchers advance the concepts of this ethnolinguistic dualism, namely 
diglossia (Ferguson, 1959), diglossia with and without bilillgualislll (Fishman, 1967), 
bilingualism with and without diglossia (Fishman, 1967), and di-etll1lia (Fishman, 1980), as 
ways of explaining the origin, maintenance, and change of conditions in which two forms of 
language exist side-by-side in a speech community, each with a separate role or function. To 
develop these models, researchers looked not to the paradigm (Kuhn, 1962) in the social 
sciences derived from the natural sciences -- the "hard-nosed, quantitative, experimental social-
science" approach to "data, proofs, and tests" influenced by the "hypothetico-deductive" 
tradition. Rather they pointed to the paradigm in the human sciences derived from the 
humanities (Hymes, 1983) -- the "holistic and nonquantitative 'poetic' perspective" of folklore, 
folk linguistics, and national philologies influenced by the "descriptive-inductive" tradition 
(Fishman, 1985, p. 473). Thus, some linguists and social scientists, concerned with building a 
general theory and a body of knowledge, revived the tradition of ethnography and sturted a 
movement called sociolillguistics by linguists and social scientists, educatiollallillguistics by 
linguists and educational researchers, or cOllllIl/miry sciellce by ethnographers (Goetz & 
Lacompte, 1984; Gumperz, 1968; Gumperz & Hymes, 1986; Hymes, 1980; Wux, 1971). 
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Reorienting themselves to community science, these linguists joined social scientists as 
a whole to redress the fundamental problem of cross-cultural and educational research, namely 
the problem of social scientists asking functional questions without the training to deal with the 
linguistic face of the problem, and of linguists neglecting social meaning, diversity, and use. 
Together these language and social scientists took a view that sociolinguistics itself "[did] not 
accept but [offered] a critique of the present partitioning of man [woman and child]" among 
disciplines (Hymes, 1986, p. 41). And ethnography, a holistic enterprise, permitted linguists, 
anthropologists, sociologists, psychologists, and educators partly to link, partly to cut across, 
yet partly to build between and among the ordinary practices of the disciplines. 
Given this interdisciplinary framework, then, together with its "strong network of 
commitments ... conceptual, theoretical, instrumental, and methodological" (Kuhn, 1961, p. 
42), sociolinguists revived an intellectual tradition "which holds that [humankind] cannot be 
understood apart from the evolution and maintenance of its ethnographic diversity" (Hymes, 
1986, p. 41). With that tradition came a notion of speech COII/IIIUII;ty (Gumperz, 1968; Hymes, 
1961, 1974, 1986; Labov, 1966, 1972; Milroy, 1980, 1986) and a discovery that one speech 
community differs significantly from another. 
[Speech] communities differ significantly in ways of speaking, in patterns of 
repertoire and switching, in the roles and meanings of speech. They indicate 
differences with regard to beliefs, values, reference groups, norms, and the 
like as these enter the ongoing system of language use and its acquisition by 
children (Hymes, 1986, p. 42). 
The interdisciplinary framework led also to some "heuristic schema" that provided for the 
observation and analysis of the "sociolinguistic system" of a community (Hymes, 1986, p. 52): 
Sociolinguistic systems may be treated at the level of national states, and 
indeed, of an emerging world. My concern here is with the level of individual 
speech communities and groups. The interaction of language with social life is 
viewed as first of all a matter of human action, based on a knowledge, 
sometimes conscious, often unconscious, that enables persons to use language. 
Speech events and larger systems indeed have properties not reducible to those 
of the speaking competence of persons. Such competence, however, underlies 
communicative conduct, not only within communities but also in encounters 
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between them. An adequate descriptive theory would provide for the analysis 
of individual communities .... individual systems. 
Among the notions with which such a theory must deal are those of speech 
community, speech situation, speech event, speech act, fluent speaker, 
components of speech acts, functions of speech (Hymes, 1986, p. 53). 
Ethnography, thus conceived theoretically and practically as the ethnography of 
speaking (Hymes, 1974, pp. 88-90), permitted linguists and social scientists, first, to concern 
themselves with integrating the human sciences holistically in community science (Hymes, 
1980); second, to describe the interaction of language in community and school, both 
"mainstream" and "sidestream" (Fishman, 1985b); and third, to ask some questions about 
literacy and language development in multilingual, multicultural societies (Alatis, 1980; Alatis, 
Stem, Stevens, 1983; Alexiou, 1982; Dil, 1971, 1972a, 1972b, 1989; Di Pietro, 1985; 
Ferguson, 1959, 1962a, 1962b, 1963a, 1963b, 1968a, 1985; A. Fishman, 1988; J. Fishman 
1967, 1968a, 1971, 1972, 1983, 1985, 1989; Gumperz, 1985; Haugen, 1957, 1962, 1987; 
Hymes, 1980, 1985; Rubin, 1968, 1983, 1985). 
Adopting the ethnography of speaking, I return to an historical problem of language in 
Anglo-American society and schooling, described in Chapter I, and to the general question of 
sociolinguistic research -- Who uses what language with whom, when, where, and why? Hoping 
to contribute to knowledge of the links between language and ethnicity (Fishman, 1989), I start 
with the existence of Mother tongue and God's tongue in a Mennonite speech community, with 
the concept of diglossia noticed first in Charles Ferguson's (1959) seminal work "Diglossia" in 
Word, and next in Joshua Fishman's (1967) explorative study "Diglossia With and Without 
Bilingualism" in The Journal of Social Issues. These studies explain the phenomenon of 
linguistic dualism, link it to ethnicity, and shed light on the issues of origin, maintenance, and 
shift (Fishman, 1966, 1967, 1968a, 1971a, 1971b, 1972a, 1972b, 1980, 1983, 1985a, 1985b, 
1986, 1989). In the case of Mennonite speech communities in Canada, these studies describe 
the historical conditions giving rise to the complex relationship between and among vernacular 
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Genna,lI, classical Genna/I, and Canadian English. They further raise some issues of 
maintelnance and shift that relate to points of contact between sidestream and mainstream 
language in compulsory Anglo-American schools (Daniels, 1989; Hymes, 1980; Keirn, 1975; 
Mallea,1989). An essential study, too, is Del Hymes' (1961) "Functions of Speech: An 
Evolutionary Approach" in Anthropology and Education. This essay is the first word on the 
persp~~tive known today as "the ethnography of speaking" (Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972, 1974, 
1980, 1986) and an important contribution to the nascent field of "educational linguistics" 
(Hymes, 1961, 1962, 1980; Spolsky, 1978, 1986; Stubbs, 1985). Hymes' ethnography of 
speaking together with Robert Bales' (1979) SYMLOG, a system for the multiple-level 
observ,ation of groups and Lesley Milroy's (1980) Lanl!ua!!e and Social Networks, a soon-to-be 
"c1assi,c" in sociolinguistics, conn~t the interactive concept of ethnography to the interactive 
nature of ethnographer. 
Pr~ursors all, these pioneering studies link the disciplines of linguistics and social 
science~ as a whole, explain the particular situation of ethnolinguistic dualism in a Mennonite 
speech community, and address issues related to the historical problem of sidestream language 
and ethnicity mainstream schools. These studies further help me deal with problems in the 
literature associated with social scientists undertaking language research without linguistic 
training (Driedger, 1984; Driedger & Hengstenberg, 1986; Redekop, 1987; Urry, 1978), and 
some contradictions in the literature related to English and German language scholars taking 
steps to standardize a language variety and neglecting diversity, use, and meaning (Klassen, 
1989; Loewen, 1988; Reimer, 1983; Rempel, 1984). Eventually, these important firsts that 
lead tOI some answers to the all-encompassing question of who uses what language with whom, 
when, where, and why. 
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THE QUESTION OF MOTHER TONGUE AND GOD'S TONGUE: 
FERGUSON'S (1959) SPEECH ACT ON "DIGLOSSIA" 
Charles Ferguson noticed the phenomenon of Mother tongue and God's tongue and 
coined it diglossia, a term he modelled on the French word dig lassie and related to the European 
notion bilingualism. He introduced the term as "one particular kind of standardization ... [in 
which] two varieties of a language exist side by side throughout the community, with each 
having a definite role to play" (Ferguson, 1959, p. 325). His article "Diglossia" first appeared 
in a 1959 issue of Word and is now considered a seminal statement in the literature on linguistic 
dualism. The journal article introduced the classic concept and led, after three decades of 
language research, to an almost universal acceptance of an assumption about "bilingualism 
without diglossia": 
When Charles Ferguson first coined the t~rm "diglossia" he set off a flurry of 
activity directed toward an examination of the relationships between 
functionally differentiated languag~s ... It became almost universally accepted 
that bilingualism without diglossia is a transitory situation leading inevitably to 
unstable bilingualism and, eventually, monolingual ism (Dodson, 1989, p. 
387). 
The assumption held in Ferguson's (1959) pioneering study of diglossia in four speech 
communities; it held later in his studies of bilingualism in multilingual societies in Asia, Africa, 
Europe, and Latin America (Ferguson, 1960, 1962a, 1963a, 1966a, 1968a, 1985); and, 
apparently, it holds today, as this study will r~veal, in a Mennonite speech community in 
Canada. 
Ferguson's Pioneering Research on Diglossia 
Ferguson, an observer of bilingualism in speakers and multilingualism in societies, 
noticed that different languages were commonly assigned different tasks. He noted particular 
speakers who often used one language variety in one setting and another variety at a different 
time and place. Ferguson later called this phenomenon diglossia and the situation diglossic, for 
they represented a particular dual relationship between language form and social meaning: 
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DIGLOSSIA is a relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to 
the primary dialects of the language (which may include a standard or regional 
standards), there is a very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically 
more complex) superposed variety, the vehicle of a large and respected body of 
written literature, either of an earlier period or in another speech community, 
which is learned largely by formal education and is used for most written and 
formal spoken purposes but is not used by any sector of the community for 
ordinary conversation (Ferguson, 1959, p. 336). 
Ferguson found this phenomenon and this situation to be "widespread, although rarely 
mentioned let alone satisfactorily described" (Ferguson, 1959, p. 326). So his contribution to 
the codification of diglossia amounted to a pioneering study in language research. 
Interested in solving the problems of language development and language 
standardization, Ferguson assembled the necessary language data. Systematically, he codified 
the data, first, by applying a general question of the high-low factor to four speech communities 
under study, and second, by applying particular questions to speech communities which met the 
criterion. The "high-low" language factors and the nine rubrics of diglossia remain the criteria 
for the classic model of diglossia. 
"High-Low" Language Criterion and Ruhrics 
Having collected historical and descriptive data, Ferguson found that four speech 
communities, the Arabic, Model'll Greek, Swiss Germall, alld Haitiall Creole communities, all 
met certain "high-low" language factors. He found in each community, for example, a stable 
relationship between two varieties of the same language, a "superposed" or "classical" variety 
called "high" variety or simply H and a "vernacular" variety called "low" variety or simply L 
(Ferguson, 1959, p. 327): 
For convenience of reference the superposed variety in diglossia will be called 
the H ("high") variety or simply H, and the regional dialects will be called L 
("low") varieties or, collectively, simply L (Ferguson, 1959, p. 327). 
He also found H to be a variety which speakers learned formally and which was the 
vehicle of a large and respected body of literature. Concurrently, he discovered L to he a 
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variety which speakers acquired naturally as a mother tongue. He also noticed that the four 
speech communities differentiated the two varieties not only in use, but also in name, for each 
speech community named Hand L in the "High," and each re-named H and L in the "Low." 
Figure 3 below charts data from Ferguson's application of the high-low criterion to the four 
speech communities, or as he called them, the "defining languages." Immediately following the 
names of the defining languages are the names for their Hand L. I have included data from my 
application of the "high-low" criterion to a Mennonite speech community. 
Once Ferguson confirmed the presence of the high-low factor in the four defining 
languages, he systematically explained the origin of diglossia under nine rubrics (Fasold, 1984, 
p. 34): function, prestige, literary heritage, acquisition, standardization, stability, grammar, 
lexicon, and phonology (Fasold, 1984. p. 34; Ferguson, 1959, pp. 328-336). 
Function. A critical feature of diglossia has to do with the situations in which H and L 
are used. Speakers know that in one situation, only H is appropriate, and in another only L is 
well-chosen. A few situations entail slight overlapping. In the case of the four defining 
languages, speakers in the speech communities understand the norms of language choice and 
social situation and use Hand L appropriately. Figure 4 illustrutes the situations and choices of 
Hand L in diglossia. To use the wrong variety in an inappropriate situation is a serious social 
error. No speaker regularly uses H as a medium of ordinary conversation. Any attempt to do 
so is considered pedantic or artificial or in some sense disloyal to the speech community. In 
each defining language, typically, a speaker reads aloud from a newspaper in H and discusses its 
contents in L, or a speaker listens to a lecture in H then discusses it, "often with the lecturer 
himself," in L. Typically, too, a poet writes poetry in both Hand L, but the status of the two 
types of poetry is different. Only poetry written in H is felt to be "real" poetry (Ferguson, 
1959, pp. 328-29, 336). 
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FERGUSON'S "HIGH-LOW" CRITERION AND DEFINING LANGUAGES 
FOllr Defi1li1lg La1lguages 
H = Names for H in H and L 
L = Names for L in Hand L 
(a) Arabic 
H = Classical Cal-fusha in H; 'al-ammiyyah in L) 
L = Egyptian Cil-fasih in H; 'il-ammiyya in L) 
(b) Swiss Genlla1l 
H = Standard German (Schriftsprache in H; Hoochtuutsch in L) 
L = Swiss (Schweizerdeutsch in H; Schwyzertuutsch in L) 
(c) Haitia1l Creole 
H = Standard French (francais in H; Creole Haitian in L) 
L = Haitian Creole 
(d) Greek 
H = Katharevusa (katharevusa in H; dhimotiki in L) 
L = Dhimotiki 
(e) Mellllol/ite Germal/'" 
H = Classical Luther German (Hochdeutsche in H; Huagdietsch in L) 
L = Vernacular German (Plattdeutsche in H; Plautdietsch, Plattdietsch, Huttrish in L) 
Figure 3. Ferguson's "high-low" criterion and defining languages. 
Ferguson applies the "high-low" criterion to four speech communities or 
defi1li1lg la1lgllages: (lI) Arabic, (b) Swiss Germal/, (c) Haitial/ Creole, lind 
(d) Greek, each with names for Hand L. Source: Ferguson (1959, p. 
327). ("'Ferguson's "high-low" criterion clln be applied to [e] Mel/I/ol/ite 
Gent/all with names for Hand L.) 
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FERGUSON'S "FUNCTION" CRITERION 
Choices Diglossic Situations 
H L 
H Sermon in church or mosque 
L Instructions to servants, waiters, workers 
H Personal letter 
H Speech in parliament, political speech 
H University lecture 
L Conversations with family, friends, colleagues 
H News broadcasts 
L Radio "soap opera" 
H Newspaper, editorial, news story, caption on picture 
L Caption on political cartoon 
H Poetry 
L Folk literature 
Figure 4. Ferguson's "function" criterion. Ferguson applies the 
"function" criterion to diglossic situations and illustrates the choices 
speakers make between H and L varieties of language. Other criteria 
include prestige, literary heritage, acquisition, standardization, stability, 
grammar, lexicon, and phonology. Source: Ferguson (1959, p. 329). 
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Presti~. In diglossic communities, speakers typically share the attitude that H is 
superior, mom 10gical,land more beautiful than L and that L is inferior. For example, some 
educated speakers say they do not speak L. Some go so far as to say L does not exist, that it is 
not a language:. Interestingly, the same speakers can be observed to use L especially when they 
talk with their mothers! children, or servants. The attitude persists not as a lie, but rather as a 
form of self-deception. I On the other hand, some uneducated speakers who understand little or 
no H insist that it shouBd be used in formal situations connected to religion, politics, and 
education. In the case of Greek, the language of the New Testament and katharel'usa is felt to 
be the same language; and in the case of Arabic, the language of the Koran is believed to be 
God's tongue, i.e. "to be outside the limits of space and time, to have existed "before" time 
began with thl~ creation of the world" (Ferguson, 1959, p. 330). 
Litenary Heritl~. In each of the defining languages, a great literary tradition is ti~ to 
the history of the speech community and a highly valued canon written in H. Contemporary 
writers carryon the gre~t tradition of writing in H, and consider it to be good literary taste to 
use expressions from alll earlier period in current written work. In all defining languages, the 
literary tradition is remote from contemporary society. In the cases of Greek and Arabic, the 
tradition is rooted in the distant history of the speech community itself; and in the cases of 
Haitian Creoll~ and Swiss German, the tradition is tied to a distant territory, to a different speech 
community a\llogether ~:Ferguson, 1959, p. 36). 
Acquisition. A signiticant feature of diglossic situations is the tact that the means for 
learning L differs from the method for acquiring H. In the former situation, children learn L 
naturally at home as a mother tongue and on the playground from other children. Adults use L 
to speak with children,1 parents, and servants, and among themselves. Alternatively, children 
and adults learn H as an "add-on" or a "superposed" variety after L has been acquired. Children 
may hear H fmm time :to time, but they acquire H formally as a language of instruction in 
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school, a language of catechism in churches and parochial schools, or a language of the classical 
tradition through tutelage. Given the pattern for learning L, it is a fact that all speakers learn 
the L variety and apply the implicit rules of L grammar with "near perfection" even though 
many say "that L has no grammar and that L speech is the result of the failure to foIlow the rules 
of H grammar." In the situation of H, on the other hand, it remains a fact that some speakers 
may never learn the H variety at all. Those speJkers who do acquire H memorize, apply, and 
recite explicit rules of H grammar, often with limitations (Fasold, 1984, p. 37; Ferguson, 1959, 
p. 331». 
Standardization. Common to each of the defining languages is a strong tradition of 
standardization, a process by which governments, schools, churches, academies deliberately take 
steps to codify the H variety formally. Grammars, dictionaries, orthographies, pronunciation 
keys, usage glossaries, and style books are the instruments of standardization. In some cases, 
the process can involve steps to change language attitudes by symbolizing or identifying the use 
of the H variety functionaIly as a mark of prestige. Rarely is the process of standardization 
undertaken with comparable studies of the L variety. If and when diglossic communities attempt 
to standardize the L variety, the studies tend to be recent, to be written by scholars outside the 
community or novices inside the community. In either case, studies of L are thought at best to 
exhibit informal standards with wide variation in spelling rules, pronunciation, grammar, and 
vocabulary, at worst to be corrupt (Fasold, 1984, p. 37; Ferguson, 1959, p. 331-332; 
Wardhaugh, 1986, pp. 30-31). 
Stability. Diglossia is a stable phenomenon that may persist hundreds, even thousands 
of years. Some argue that diglossia is "required" in order to maintain more than one variety in 
one speech community. In cases of competition between Hand L varieties, speakers tend to 
resolve tension by developing mixed, intermediate forms of the language which share classical 
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and vernacular features ofH and L. Borrowing from H to L is usual; however, use ofiL in H 
does occur (Fasold, 1984, p. 37; Ferguson, 1959, pp. 332-33). 
Grammar. In cases of diglossia, the grammars of H differ consilierably from the 
grammars of L. Features noticeably present in H and absent in L may in<;lude case, number, 
and gender of nouns, tense and mood of verbs, and a syntax of introductqry phrases and 
subordinate clauses. Typically, the H system of grammar is based on elaporate categories and 
structures while the L system of grammar is reduced or absent. So, it appears that the L 
grammar is of a different sort, usually less infle::ted (Ferguson, 1959, pp, 333-334). 
Lexicon. Characteristically, the diglossic lexicon features some words that oc(!!ur in 
both the H and the L vocabularies and some words that occur in either one or the other I 
vocabulary. Words marked as scholarly or technical, "nuclear fission" fQr example, appear in 
the H lexicon but not in the L. Conversely, words representing homey opjects or farm 
implements occur in L but have no equals in H. But the striking feature ()f the lexicon is the 
existence of paired items. For example: 
one Hone L, referring to fairly common concepts frequently used in both H 
and L, where the range of meaning of the two items is roughly the same, and ' 
the use of one or the other immediately stamps the utterance or written 
sequence as H or L (Ferguson, 1959, p. 334). 
One example, from Greek, is the pair of words for "wine": the H word iii illOS, and the L word 
is krasi. In a restaurant, the menu will say iI/OS and the patron will ask f9r ".:rasi from the 
waiter. At first glance, the English words childrel/ and kids appear to be likewise paired items; 
but in English, both words may be written and spoken. In diglossic comlTIunities, typiaally 
speakers use H words when writing and L when talking (Ferguson, 1959, pp. 334-35). i 
Phonology. The range of sounds differs both across Hand L varieties and across 
speech communities. In the case of Greek, the range of phonological vaJiation is narrow, in the 
case of Arabic and Haitian Creole, moderate, and in the case of Swiss German, wide. The H 
and L phonemes as well as the wuys of combining Hand L sounds st!em t,o be derived firom the 
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same phonological system. Given one system of phonology, the L may be a subsystem or a 
parasystem of H (Fasold, 1984, p. 38; F~rguson, 1959, p. 335-36). 
The Issues of Origin and Stability 
Final\y, Ferguson addressed the issueslo! origin and stability in his 1959 study. He 
described diglossia as "widespread" and, given favorable conditions, likely to eventuate at any 
time, in any place, within any linguistic fami1y.~ He found three factors to be critical to the 
origin, maintenance, and stability of diglpssia in a speech community: a sizable body of 
literature, a limited access to literacy, an~ a suitable period of time to the condition of stability. 
He said, also, if and when: 
(I) there is a sizable body of littjrature :in a language closely related to (or even 
identical with) the naturallangu\lge of the community, and this literature 
embodies, whether as source (e.,g. divine revelation) or reinforcement, some of 
the fundamental values of the community; 
(2) literacy in the community is limited to a small elite; 
(3) a suitable period of time, on the ortIer of several centuries, passes from the 
establishment of (I) and (2) (Ferguson\ 1959, p. 338); 
then diglossia wi11likely occur, gain acc\!ptance,:, and endure for centuries perhaps. However, he 
continued, ifand when certain trends appear inlthe speech community, trends toward: 
(a) more widespread literacy (w\1ether for economic, ideological or other 
reasons); 
(b) broader communication among diftierent regional and social segments of the 
community (e.g. for economic,administrative, military, or ideological 
reasons); 
(c) desire for a full-fledged stan~ard "rllltional" language as an attribute of 
autonomy or of sovereignty (Ferguson, 1959, p. 338); 
then, leaders wi11likely call for a unifieq community, a single language, and the exclusive 
adoption of either H or L as the standard. Concerning the desire for autonomy and sovereignty, 
he said, "The arguments explicitly advaqced sel~m remarkably the same from one [speech 
community) to another" (Ferguson, 195~, p. 338). Ferguson concluded that the prognosis for 
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diglossia in some situations could be continued stability. In other situations, though, pressures 
for increased literacy, broader communication, and the development of nationalism could blur 
distinctions between Hand L and eventually lead to the demise of the diglossic situation. A 
model of Ferguson's diglossia, figure 5, identifies conditions associated with the origin of 
diglossia, trends associated with the d,emise of diglos$ia, and "high-low" factors associated with 
classic diglossia. 
Although Ferguson himself characterized his 1959 paper on diglossia to be 
"preliminary" and "impressionistic," his study is nevt~rtheless considered the definitive statement 
on diglossia. Written while he was at Harvard's Center for Middle Eastern Studies, he appealed 
to linguists for further study of diglossia: 
Study of such matters as diglossia is of c1earl value in understanding processes 
of linguistic change and prestmts interesting challenges to some of the 
assumptions of synchronic linguistics. Outsiide linguistics proper it promises 
material of great interest to social scientists in general, especially if a general 
frame of reference can be worked out for analysis of the use of one or more 
varieties of language within a speech commUinity. Perhaps the collection of 
data and more profound study will drasticall,o/ modify the impressionistic 
remarks of this paper, but if this is so the paper will have had the virtue of 
stimulating investigation and thought (Fergulson, 1959, p. 340). 
Clearly, Ferguson's statemen.t on diglossia achieved the virtue of stimulating further 
investigation of the question "Who uses what language with whom?" Among the first to 
respond to his appeal was Fishman (1'967) whose exainination of mother tongue, god's tongue, 
and the queen's tongue not only revisled and expanded Ferguson's (1959) concept of diglossia 
but also carefully distinguished it from bilingualism. I 
A QUESTION OF MOTHER TONGUE, 'GOD'S TONGUE, AND THE QUEEN'S 
TONGUE: 
FISHMAN'S (1967) SPEECH ACT ON DIGLOSSIA AND BILINGUALISM 
Joshua Fishman took heed of Ferguson's appe,1! for further study of diglossia. His 
article "Diglossia With and Without Bilingualism; Billingualism With and Without Diglossia" 
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frst appeared in a 1967 issue of The Journal of Social Issues. The article is now considered an 
important contribution to the literature on diglossia and bilingualism because it addressed a 
major concern at the time, the concern that the term diglossia could "degenerate into just ... a 
fancy synonym for bilingualism" (Stewart, 1962, p. 159); and it urged social scientists and 
linguists as a whole to redress the problem in the literature on bilingualism and bilingual 
education. The problem, Fishman said, could be remedied if linguists, sociologists, and 
psychologists were to link traditions in language research: 
The psychological literature on bilingualism is ... more extensive than its 
sociological counterpart ... workers in the former field have failed to 
establish contact with those in the latter. In the past decade a very respectable 
... sociologically oriented. . . literature has developed dealing with 
bilingual societies. It is the purpose of this paper to relate these two research 
traditions to each other by tracing the interaction between their two major 
constructs: bilingualism (on the part of psychologists) and diglossia (on the 
part of sociologists) (Fishman, 1967, p. 29). 
A decade later, after linguists and social scientists as a whole established linkages and 
compared their research on linguistic diversity, use, and meaning, Fishman (1980) clarified the 
distinction between individual bilingualism and societal diglossia: 
The relationship between individual bilingualism and societal diglossia is far 
from being a necessary or casual one, i.e. either phenomenon can occur with 
or without the other ... It is but one more example of the weak relationship 
obtaining between various individual social behaviors and their corresponding 
societal cour!terparts .... Thus diglossia differs from bilingualism in that it 
represents an enduring societal arrangement, extending at least beyond a third 
generation period, such that two "languages" each have their secure, 
phenomenologically legitimate and widely implemented functions (Fishman, 
1980, p. 3). 
In the same article, an authoritative statement in The Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural 
Development on the issues of language maintenance ami shift, Fishman (1980) called attention 
to a related distinction, the one between individual biculturalism and societal di-ethnia: 
Just as diglossia is the stable, societal counterpart to individual bilingualism, 
so di-ethnia is the stable, societal counterpart to individual biculturalism. Di-
ethnia requires societal compartmentalization as well as institutionally 
protected functional specificity. These desiderata are hard to attain and to 
retain -- both ideologically and structurally -- under "modem", interactive, 
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mobile and individualistic urban industrial conditions. However, some groups 
have intuitively or consciously, displayed a talent for exactly such 
arrangements. Much bilingual education unknowingly leads to transitional 
rather than to stable accommodations in the areas of language and culture 
(Fishman, 1980, p. 3). 
Finally, Fishman examined those groups in the urban industrial context that consciously 
and unconsciously displayed a talent for attaining, retaining, and reviving language and 
ethnicity. In an impressive collection of research spanning more than two decades, Fishman 
presented evidence of "the widespread North American and Western European 'ethnic revival'" 
(Fishman 1977, 1980, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985). He linked similar phenomena among 
indigenous minorities in North America and Europe, umong "non-Founding minorities in 
Cunuda, and umong Euro-immigrants in Austmlia. Of The Rise und Fall of the Ethnic Revivul, 
Fishman (1985) said: 
[The] "ethnic revival" of the mid-60s to mid-70s ... wus u period in which 
the Western capitalist uniformizing ethos was found wunting in many ways, by 
many groups, and in muny places .... the "centrul ideu" wus found 
profoundly disuppointing ... due to its purported muteriulism, violence, 
intrusiveness, bure.uucrucy, demomliZlltion, lack of wurmth ... its upparent 
lack of Gemeinschaft ... (whether in terms of ... one's own kind ... or ... 
purely humun, intemctional terms) (Fishman, 1985, p. xiii). 
Any theory of the ethnic revivul ... must cope, therefore, with its co-
occumnce in time with both indigenous und immigmnt revivuls in many und 
quite separate parts of the Western world (Fishman, 1985, p. 508). 
So, Fishmun's contribution to the Iitemture on ethnolinguistic duulism included a 1967 statement 
on individuul bilingualism and societal diglossia, a 1980 stutement on individual bicultllralism 
and societal di-etll1lia, und a 1985 stutement on un ethnic revil'al, all of which raised the 
important issues of languuge maintenance and shift in educution. 
Fishman's Pioneering Extension of Dil!lossiu 
Fishman (1967, 1980) borrowed Ferguson's (\959) high-low criterion to designate the 
"superposed" or classical variety in cases of diglossia. Then:, however, Fishman departed from 
Ferguson to extend diglossia beyond its original restriction of two varieties of a lunguuge. 
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Specifically, Fishman (1967) de-emphasized Ferguson's "two ... varieties of the same 
language" (Ferguson, 1959, p. 325, italics mine), and he extended the range of linguistic 
relatedness along a continuum that recognized the presence of "several separate codes, " on one 
hand; and the presence of "separate dialects, registers, or functionally differentiated language 
varieties of whatever kind," on the other hand (Fishman, 1972, p. 92). As a consequence, 
Fishman altered Ferguson's notion structurally to incJude languages or codes, registers, and 
styles within the concept of diglossia and functionally to include "use-oriented" and "user-
oriented types of diglossia (Britto, 1986, pp. 35-40). 
Fishman (1967) also borrowed Ferguson's (1959) symbol H to designate the 
superposed variety or classical variety. Fishman compared H to "no one's mother tongue," the 
variety that is typically learned in school, government, or church (Fishman, 1980, p. 4); and he 
contrasted L as a universally available and spoken mother tongue, the variety acquired naturally 
in the home and used every day. Fishman applied these extended criteria to cases of diglossia 
found in Arabic, Swiss German, Haitian Creole, and Greek (Ferguson, 1959); Spanish and 
Guarani (Rubin, 1962, 1966); Hebrew and Yiddish (Fishman, 1965, 1972); and Old Mennonite 
and Old Order Amish (Hostetler, 1963, 1974. 1980; Kloss, 1966). From these comparative 
studies, he observed four types of diglossia. Figure 6 illustrates Fishman's types of diglossia, 
cJassifies the relationship between Hand L, and provides examples of each case. Additionally, 
Fishman singled out the Old Order Amish speech community (Mennonite speech community) as 
a "complex case" of diglossia in which speakers use two Hs and one L. This complex pattern, 
he pointed out, revealed one H (Luther Bible Germal/ or classical Genllall in the case 
Mennonites) to be a variety used in "ethnically encumbered or traditional pursuits"; another H 
(America1l E1Igiish in the case of the Old Order Amish and Cal/adia1l E1Igiish in the case of 
Mennonites) to be a variety used in "ethnically unencumbered or modem pursuits"; and the L 
(Pelll/sylvallia Germall in the case of Old Order Amish or Plall/die/scll in the case of 
39 
FISHMAN'S TYPES OF DIGLOSSIA 
Four Types of Diglossia 
(a) H as classical, L as vernacular 
Relationship between Hand L: 
The two varieties are genetically related. 
Cases: 
Classical & vernacular Arabic 
Classical & Classicized Greek 
Classical & vernacular Tamil 
Classical & vernacular Sinhalese 
Latin & French among francophone scholars & clergy 
Sanskrit & Hindi 
Classical Mandarin & Modem Pekinese 
(b) H as classical, L as vernaculal' 
Relationship between Hand L: 
The two varieties are genetically unrelated. 
Case: 
Loshn koydesh & Yiddish 
(c) Has IVril1enljol'mal-spoken, L as \'e/'l/{/clllal' 
Relationship between Hand L: 
The two varieties are genetically unrelated. 
Cases: 
Spanish & Guarani in Paraguay 
English (or French) & vernaculars in colonies 
(d) Has IVl'il1enljol'mal-spoken, L as \'e1'llacIIlal' 
Relationship between Hand L: 
The two varieties are genetically related. 
Cases: 
High German & Swiss German 
Pekinese & Cantonese 
Standard English & Caribbean Creole 
Figure 6. Fishman's types of diglossia. Fishman identifies four types of 
diglossia, H-L relationships, and cases. Source: Fishman (1980, pp. 4-5). 
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Mennonites) to be the variety used every day in pursuit of family, home, and simple economies 
(Fishman, 1980, p. 4). 
Given these types and varieties of diglossia, Fishman reconceptualized his pioneering 
extension of societal diglossia with individual bilingualism first as an interactive model of 
diglossia and bilingualism then as an interactive model of biculturalism and di-ethnia. 
An Interactive Model of Diglossia and Bilingualism 
Fishman (1967, 1980) defined diglossia as a social phenomenon or arrangement 
maintained intergenerationally by social and linguistic compartmentalization and bilingualism as 
an individual phenomenon maintained as an "individual asset or debit." Fishman viewed the 
two not as "a,,-or-none" phenomena, but as continuous variables that interact systematically in a 
"field" (Bales, 1950). To explain the interactive relationship simply, though, Fishman 
dichotomized diglossia and bilingualism as if he observed them to be strictly compartmentalized. 
Thus he explained the complex process of interaction and change and raised importllnt issues of 
mllintenance lind shift, and in some cases of revival. Figure 7 illustrates his interactive model of 
bilingulliism and diglossia in a four-fold schema of (1) both diglossill lind bilingualism, (2) 
diglossill without bilingulllism, (3) bilingulliism without diglossia (transitional), and (4) neither 
diglossill nor bilingualism (or monolingulllism). 
Both Bilingulliism and Diglossia (Cell A). The idelllized view of a speech community 
with both bilingulliism lind diglossill is one in which nellrly everyone knows both Hand L, lind 
the pllttern of distribution resembles stllble diglossia. In PlIraguay, for example, more than half 
the popUlation speaks both Spanish (H) and Guarani (L) (Rubin, 1968); in the region of the 
Swiss German. the entire school-age and adult popUlation alternates between Standard German 
(H) and Swiss German (L) (Ferguson, 1959); and in lin are,l of Montrelll, communities of 
different origins interact in English (H) and French (L) (Hughes. 1970). In speech communities 
such as these, compartmentlllization occurs at vlIrious levels of social life ranging from 
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FISHMAN'S INTERACTIVE MODEL OF DIGLOSSIA AND BILINGUALISM 
Cell A 
Both Diglossia 
and 
Bilingualism 
Bilingualism + /-
Cell B 
Diglossia 
Without 
Elilingualism 
Diglossia 
+/-
Cell C 
Bilingualism 
Without 
Diglossia 
Cell D 
Neither Diglossia 
nor 
Bilingualism 
Figure 7. Fishman's interactive model of diglossia and bilingualism. 
Fishman's interactive model of societal diglossia and individual 
bilingualism is illustrated ias a fourfold schema: Cell A, both diglossia and 
bilingualism; Cell B, diglossia without bilingualism; Cell C, bilingualism 
without digloss:ia; and Cell D, neither bilingualism nor diglossia. Source: 
Fishman (1980, p. 6). 
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worldwide and nationwide societies through ethnic communities to individuals in social 
networks. Membership in the society, community, or network is based on knowledge of the 
"correct" language in the appropriate social context, access to legitimate and complementary 
social roles via linguistic repertoires, and entry to institutions of language/literacy learning. The 
studies illustrate several important points about diglossia: one, that a diglossic community, 
whether large or small (i.e. Paraguay or a Montreal neighborhood), may be complex; two, that 
linguistically unrelated languages (i.e. Spanish, an Indo-European language, and Guarani, an 
indigenous American language) may exist in a diglossic relationship; and three, that a school 
system in the modem world may be instrumental in maintaining diglossia (i.e. Swiss German 
schools) (Fishman, 1967, 1971, 1980). 
Diglossia Without Bilingualism (Cell B). The model of diglossia without bilingualism 
may occur when two or more groups unite within ontl political, religious, and/or economic 
entity. Leaders, the "insiders," speak only the H language; and the others, the "outsiders" and 
often a larger group, speak only the L. Examples of this situation may be found in the past, in 
czarist Russia, colonial Asia, and colonial Africa, when fashionable nobles spoke Northern 
European languages (H) and the masses spoke vernaculars (L). Cases also exist currently, 
among urbanized African groups, Hindu castes, and French-Canadians whose access to roles via 
linguistic repertoires is minimal or nonexistent except through interpreters or through the use of 
a pidgin (Fishman, 1967, 1971, 1980). 
Bilingualism Without Diglossia (Cell C). A speech community with bilingualism and 
without diglossia is ontl in which members speak two or more languages and do not restrict thtl 
use of one language to one set of circumstances or purposes. During periods of immigration, 
colonization, and industrialization, a modem speech community and its government, church, 
and school may absorb or dislocate members of the tmditional speech community. Insttllld of 
"two carefully separated languages each under the eye of caretaktlr groups of tel\chers, preachers 
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and writers" (Fishman, 1967, p. 36), a new pattern of language mixing and switching becomes 
the mother tongue (and only tongue) of the new generation. The circumstances may lead either 
to diminished compartmentalization, fluid roles and relationships, and communicative 
interaction, on one hand, or to an elaborated version of the traditional situation before 
immigration, colonialization, or industrialization, on the other. Thus, bilingualism without 
diglossia is a "leaky" variety, "extremely unstable and transitional" that results from rapid and 
massive changes in diglossic relationships that leads to displacement or replacement of either the 
H, the L, or both (Fishman, 1967, 1971, 1980). 
Neither Bilingualism Nor Diglossia (Cell D). The pattern of neither bilingualism nor 
diglossia, but monolingual, presumes a speech community to be small, isolated, and 
undifferentiated, both linguistically and socially. A few speech communities resemble this 
characterization. But, no speech community is completely homogeneous or completely 
monolingual. The presence of changing patterns of speech in work, religion, and education lead 
to changing patterns of talk and writing; additionally the absence of traditional 
compartmentalization in instructional settings may lead to a mixing and shifting of different 
regional dialects. This phenomenon may be found in speech networks (Fishman, 1967, 1971, 
1980; Milroy, 1980, 1986). 
An Interactive Model of Biculturalism and Di-ethnia 
Fishman's (1967) interactive model of diglossia and bilingualism led him, similarly, to 
the interactive concept of individual biculturalism and societal di-etllllia mentioned earlier 
(Fishman, 1980). He defined biculturalism as an "individual asset or debit" like bilingualism 
that corresponded to no particular societal or inter-generational arrange.nent and di-ethnia as a 
societal arrangement like diglossia that ethno-societies maintained intergenerationally by means 
of social compartmentalization. He tentatively suggested a four-fold model of interactive 
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biculturalism and di-ethnia and qualified it as "weakly related" (Fishman, 1980, pp. 10-13). 
Thus, he said: 
Not only can we find bilingualism with and without diglossia (cells 1 and 2), 
as well as diglossia with and without bilingualism (cells 1 and 3), but we can 
also find (a) multiculturalism with and without di-ethnia, as well as (b) di-
ethnia with and without either bilingualism or diglossia. As we note, 
multiculturalism and di-ethnia do not form a four-fold table ... as do 
bilingualism and diglossia (Fishman, 1980, p. 11). 
Still tentative, Fishman suggested di-ethnia to be a rare phenomenon. When di-ethnia 
exists beyond the "three generation cut-off" as it does among the Old Order Amish 
(Mennonites), Hasidim, African-Americans, and the Aboriginals on American shores, and 
among Moslems, Japanese, Chinese, and non-Russophone Soviets elsewhere, it is "rarer ... 
than diglossia and far, far rarer ... than biculturalism": 
Di-ethnia .... is found beyond the three generation cut-off in the ... world 
where traditional behaviors, dress, diet and values dominate most of life but 
where modem econo-technical roles require different dress, diet and languages 
and do so not only for illlergroup interactions but for illlragroup interactions 
within this arena as well. Similar compartmentalization is encountered beyond 
the three generation cut-off ... among stable popUlations living at long-
established political borders and sharing market days and other limited 
collective experiences (e.g. sports contexts). Finally, and even more 
exceptionally, di-ethnia is still encountered at times even after language shift 
has eroded bilingualism and diglossia to the vanishing point. Thus, even with 
the transethnification of Blacks and aborigines, a deep-seated and often 
conflicted di-ethnia at times reveals itself (Fishman, 1980, p. 13). 
For Fishman (1966, 1967, 1980), the concepts of diglossia, bilingualism, biculturalism, and di-
ethnia revealed a complex "field" of ethnolinguistic interaction and change and in some cases an 
etlmolinguistic revival (Fishman, 1985). The complex interactive relationship between 
sidestream ethnicity and language and mainstream ethnicity and language and related concepts of 
individual bilingualism and biculturalism, amI societal diglossia and di-ethnia, is illustrated in 
figure 8. 
45 
Sidestream Ethnicity and Language 
Factors 
Ethno-cultural Stability Beyond Three Generations 
Ethno-cultural Compartmentalization 
Linguistic Compartmentalization 
Closed Networks and Repertoires 
Societal Diglossia Clnd Individual Bilingualism 
A MODEL OF FISHMAN'S DIGLOSSIA M 
Illferacrion 
!=::: 
I 
Diglossia and Bilingualism 
Variables 
Both Diglossia and Bilingualism 
Diglossia without Bilinguali!,im 
Bilingualism without Diglos!iia 
Neither Diglossia nor Bilingu~lisl 
Individual Biculwralism and Societal D 
.Ei.gJ.tre 8. A model of Fishman's diglossia anil b 
I 

:: FISHMAN'S DIGLOSSIA AND BILINGUALISM 
/Ilferactioll 
Diglossia and Bilingualism 
Variables 
Both Diglossia and Bilingualism 
Diglossia without Bilingualism 
Bilingualism without Diglossia 
'either Diglossia nor Bilingualism 
~al BiclIltllralism and Societal Di-ethllia 
of Fishman's diglossia and bilingualism. 
\ 
:~ 
Mainstream Ethnicity and Language 
Factors 
EtOOo-cultural Shift Between Generations 
Ethno-cultural Fluidity 
Linguistic Fluidity 
Open Networks and Repertoires 
Leaky Diglossia. Trallsitory Bilillgualism. MOllolillgualism 
46 

The Issues of Maintenance. Shift, land Revival 
Fishman's studies of language and culture generally and of language and ethnicity 
specifically gave him a good valiltage point for examining the cross-cultural and cross-linguistic 
experience of sidestream ethnicitYlin mainstream educational settings. First, concerning the 
terms culture and ethllicity, he said: 
Culture is a much broader designation than ethnicity, particularly in 
connection with modern (Complex societies. It deals with norms pertaining to 
all of human behavior, belief, and valuation. Ethnicity is a narrower concept, 
particularly in modern times,. It focuses on "peopleness relatedness", that is: 
on those cultural behaviors, values and beliefs that are related to "peopleness 
authenticity", i.e. to membership in a particular people and its defining 
tradition (Fishman, 1980" p. 10). 
Second, concerning the relationship between language and ethnicity in education, a 
field that brought him to the very heart of sensitive issues of inter-generational continuity, 
conflict, and compartmentalization, Fishman said language itself is an inevitable part of 
ethnoculture, an illdex of ethnoc:u\lture with which it is associated, and a symbol of the 
ethnoculture with which it is joined (Fishman, 1989, pp. 83-85): 
Language is ... part of culture ... All those who seek to enter fully into a 
given ethnoculture and understand it must, accordingly master its language .. 
. On the other hand, language shift, or loss of a culture's intimately associated 
language, is indicative of, far-going culture change, at the very least, and 
possibly, of cultural dislClcation and destruction .... Language as an index of 
culture is a by-product. j • of culture. Languages reveal the ways of thinking 
... Languages provid(! l\,!xical terms for ... artifacts, concerns values and 
behaviors recognized by their associated ethnocultures .... Language is an 
elaborate symbol system of humankind ... Language ... "stands for" or 
evokes ... culture (Fishman, 1985, pp. xi-xii). 
Third, concerning the process of interaction and change, the issues of mailltellallce and 
shift, Fishman found compartmelltalization to be the crucial factor contributing to stable 
diglossia andfluidity to be the cri~ical factor contributing to unstable diglossia, transitional 
bilingualism, and eventual monolingual ism (Fishman, 1967, 1980). In stable diglossic 
situations, he added, for example,1 speech communities maintained social compartmelltalizatioll 
and lillguistic compartmelltaliz(l'ticm through membership in closed lIefll'orks where participants 
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established "strict ... boundaries" between the societal functions" of traditional and modem life 
and enforced the associated use of Hand L varieties of language, respectively. In leaky 
diglossic situations, however, speech communities developed fluid social and linguistic 
relationships through membership in open networks in which members participated in ·'public 
familiarity' between strangers and semi strangers ... nonstatus-stressing interaction ... and 
rationalization of the work [school] sphere" (Fishman, 1980, p. 5). The closed-network 
situation, he continued, accounted for the separation between sacred and secular in ethnic life as 
well as the separation between indigenous and foreign, traditional and modem, elite and mass in 
cultural life. And the open-network situation accounted for "blurred" relationships between 
ethnic life and modem life (Fishman, 1980, p. 5). Milroy (1980, 1986) complemented this 
description of open and closed networks with a description of "uniplex" and "multiplex" 
networks together with concepts of "zones ... exchanges ... rights ... and obligations· of 
network membership (Milroy, 1980, 1986). 
Finally, in relation to the issues of maimenallce and shift, Fishman raised a third issue, 
the issue of the revim/ of sidestream ethnicit:y amid mainstream ethnicity. Fishman observed 
evidence of an ethllic revim/ among immigrant minorities and indigenous minorities in the 
United States, Canada, and parts of Europe. The principles governing the implementation of 
ethnic revivals, he added, were both micro-determined and macro-detemlined. At the micro-
level, he observed evidence of ethnic revivals in scel/es from ethnic life, in the ethno-acts and 
ethno-evems of sidestream ethnicity involving certain persolls, certain places and their congruent 
topics and role relatiol/ships, the very building blocks of ethnic-situations. At the macro-level, 
he found entire slices of ethnic life implemented in "religion more than work, home/family more 
than street/neighborhood, school more than entertainment" (Fishman, 1985, p. 503). He 
characterized sidestream ethnicity as something distinct from "all or nothing." Instead, he 
advanced a notion of "ethnicity repertoire" which got to the sidestream contextual issues of 
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what language with whom, when, and why. He found the critical factors of ethnicity repertoire 
to be repertoire compartmellfalizatioll and repertoire rallge in Iletworks (Fishman, 1985): 
Immigrant-derived ethnicity [in North America] ... and indigenous minority 
ethnicity in many settings throughout the world ... implemented as it largely 
is in a context characterized by interethnic contact ... is largely a reportorial 
phenomenon. By this I mean it coexists together with a number of "varieties· 
of socially-patterned behaviors, some of which are sidestream ethnicity-
derived, others of which are mainstream ethnicity-derived .... the first and 
second generational pangs of conflict and double marginality ... are still 
present ... but they are much more muted amI mellow ... The spirit of the 
times is different ... Mainstream ethnicity ... is criss-crossed by sidestream 
ethnicity-associated ways of doing, feeling and knowing ... [and sidestream 
ethnicity] is criss-crossed by mainstream doings, feelings and knowings. The 
total repertoire is increasingly experienced as a highly integrated whole (rather 
than as bits and tatters of disparate cloth), although it is made up, as are all 
modem cultures, of old and new threads of diverse ages and origins. It is the 
totality of these threads which constitute the total repertoire, but they are never 
implemented totally, all at the same time. As with repertoires more generally, 
the ethnic repertoire is selectively (i.e. contextually) implemented, on the basis 
of socioconsensual principles of appropriateness and in pursuit of individual 
goals within a framework of social norms and expectations. Identity is a 
matter of social location ... Particular combinations of threuds ("varieties" .. 
. ) are selectively implemented, sometimes combining sidestream and 
mainstream ethnicity, and sometimes combining old (arguably "authentic") and 
new aspects of either or both. Old bread and new wine are constantly brought 
together, and as a result, newness is less overwhelming and disorienting. The 
principles of selection between the myriad of possible combinations are both 
macro- and micro-determined (Fishman, 1985, pp. 502-503). 
Fishman concluded that in contexts where sidestream ethnicity and mainstream ethnicity 
were jointly permissible, compartmentalization diminished and the blending of ethnicities 
proceeded rapidly. On the other hand, in situations allocated to either one ethnicity or another, 
the two could be kept studiously apart. 
The compartmentalization of dual ethnicity is generally difficult to maintuin in 
modem, interactive urban contexts. As a result, not only does di-ethnia 
seldom obtain at the societal level, but ethnic discontinuity also becomes rare 
(Fishman, 1985, p. 505). 
Language is ... part of, indexical of, and symbolic of ethnocultural behavior. 
As ethnicities meld, change, or absorb and replace one lInother, it is inevitable 
that the languages of these ethnicities will be modified as well .... (p. 505) .. 
. . the ethnic revival ... that occurred ... generally related to increased 
illstitutiollal concern for language and increased retrospective mother-tongue 
acquisition ... Some traditional communities ... proved capable ... of 
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language maintenance via boundary maintenance (Fishman, 1985, pp. 507-
508). 
Fishman called for continued study of ethnic revivals saying that any theory of an 
ethnic revival in Anglo-America must take into account its co-occurance, during the sixties and 
seventies, with both indigenous and immigrant revivals in many parts of North America and 
Western Europe (not to overlook recent ethnic revivals in Eastern Europe and Asia) (Fishman, 
1985, pp. 490-525). Among those to share Fishman's concern for ethnolinguistic heritage was 
Del Hymes who spoke of the problem of "old dichotomies ... [between] mutually exclusive 
opposites" and the need for "balance ... between modes of use of language .... mutually 
indispensable functions" (Hymes, 1986, p. 148). 
ETHNOGRAPHY AS "COMMUNITY SCIENCE: 
HYMES' (1961) SPEECH ACT ON "THE ETHNOGRAPHY OF SPEAKING" 
First and foremost, a humanist, Del Hymes championed a "multilingual, multicultural 
world in which 'little peoples' and 'little languages' would not only be respected but valued" 
(Fishman, 1982, p. 5). A participant-observer of ways of speaking and ways of knowing in 
many sectors of life, education, national development, cross-cultural communication (Hymes, 
1986, p. 38), he held fast to the holistic perspective of ethnography at a time when social 
scientists generally rejected descriptive research in favor of experimental research. 
For three decades, Hymes advocated interdisciplinary partnerships. One such 
partnership among language, anthropology, and education gave rise to the field educational 
linguistics (Hymes, 1961, 1980; Spolsky, 1978; Stubbs, 1985, 1986) in the past decade: 
Of "educational linguistics" .... the fundamental point is sound and essential. 
We need to be able to think of language situations and educational situations as 
part of the evolution of human societies ... We need to think of languages 
and personal competencies as specific sets of communicative means, shaped by 
particular histories and adaptive niches. We need to transcend the liberal 
assumption built into so much of linguistic thought, that all sets of 
communicative means are equal in the eyes of linguistic theory. They are not 
equal in the eyes of history. 
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We inhabit a world whose languages are stratified in terms of roles ... as 
world, national, and local ... for example English, Danish, Frisian . .. It 
remains that English, as the name for a set of lexical and discourse resources, 
and a body of materials employing them, has a different scale. 
With regard to persons [whose command of English is limited] ... we must be 
vigilant against false stereotypes and ascription of deficit ... The truth is 
social life shapes communicative competence and does so from infancy 
onward. Depending on gender, family, community, and religion, children are 
raised in terms of one configuration of the use and meaning of language rather 
than another. The particular configuration will affect the opportunities and 
access they have for other uses and meanings of language. Depending on 
social, economic, political factors, they will come to be able to use and 
experience language in some ways and not in others. Often enough, the result 
will be less than justice or vision would require (Hymes, 1980, pp. v-vi). 
For his contributions to community science, to the convergence of language, 
anthropology, sociology, psychology, and education in ethnography, his colleagues Ferguson 
and Fishman dubbed him "a leading light" among "a few courageous stalwarts" (Fishman, 1982, 
p.5). 
Problems of "One Language" Attitudes, Policies, and Goals in Schools 
Hymes' was among the first to link problems of literacy, language development, and 
language assessment in multilingual, multicultural societies to prevailing "One People, One 
Language, One School" attitudes, policies, and goals in official systems of education. His 
earliest studies of Otomi, Zapotec, and Funio languages in official Spanish schools in Latin 
America, and of Kaska, Hopi, and Navaho languages in official English schools in North 
America, led him to say to an audience of educators that ways of knowing and "ways of learning 
a language" are "not the same from society to society, or from group to group in societies as our 
own" (Hymes, 1961, pp. 2-16). 
Early in the 1960s, Hymes offered a solution to the problem of one language policies 
and practices in diverse speech communities. He spoke of a partnership between anthropology 
and education to address the advantages and disadvantages of language education policies and 
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practices on language development and assessment. What he proposed, then, was an approach 
to bilingual education that was not trallsitiollal in attitude, policy, and goal: 
It is possible to design materials for teaching of one language specifically for 
speakers of another, and to anticipate the particular advantages and 
disadvantages their own system will confer on the task. This suggests the 
contribution that anthropology can make to such problems in education .... 
Such a science would ... make it possible to predict or at least anticipate more 
effectively the interference which a program of literacy, bilingual education, 
and so forth would encounter .... It is remarkable that no such comparative 
study of speech function exists (Hymes, 1961, pp. 7-8). 
Such designs of bilingual programs, he said, could have long-term benefits to 'the role of 
language in modern society, benefits best assessed not by test scores but by case-history accounts 
that show the benefits to children, to communities and their schools (Hymes, 1980, pp. 142-
146). 
Hymes continued to voice these concerns in the 1980s. Speaking to another generation 
of educators of the present-day threat of the proposed English-only language amendment to the 
United States Constitution (Daniels, 1989; Fishman, 1989; Gonzalez, Schott, & Vasquez, 1988; 
Marshall, 1986; Stalker, 1988; Sundherg, 1988) to bilingual education and to the situations of 
African-, Asian-, European-, Hispanic-, and Native-Americans in Anglo-American classrooms, 
Hymes called for a renewed link between language research and educational research. Research 
of "the role of language in human life," he said, "has been inadequate" (Hymes, 1980, p. 139). 
Hymes remained committed, then, to solving scientific and practical problems associated with 
proposed changes to the way linguists understand language development and what educators do 
with language development in schools: 
The ability of schools to deal with the linguistic situation [of ethnic heritage 
and uses of language] in the United States [and Canada] is severely limited. 
One often says start where the child is, develop the child's full potential. To 
do that, lillguistically, one must have knowledge of ways of speaking in the 
community of which the child is a part. Very little knowledge of this sort is 
available. 
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If we are to know ... what speaking is like, there must be ethnographies of 
speaking, open to discovery of facts that are inconvenient for one's grammar, 
pedagogy, or social assumptions (Hymes, 1980, pp. 139-140). 
He remained committed to the ethnography of speaking, a concept, a mode, an "imperative" 
(1961, 1972, 1980, 1986). 
The Ethnography of Speaking: An Interdisciplinary Concept 
Hymes viewed the ethnography of speaking as an interdisciplinary research concept and 
a descriptive mode. He distinguished between "ethnography" and "field work" by saying that 
"field work" was a term used loosely at times for coming in contact with people as sources of 
information and that not all field work was ethnography. He further restricted "ethnography" to 
connote "inquiry that is open to questions and answers not foreseen ... not precoded. " 
"Ethnography," he added, amounted to "steering" between the poles of an "1 was there" 
approach and a "pre-coded set of alternative responses" approach; to "being attentive and 
smart;" to knowing when lIot to rule out "sensitive awareness, empathy, and intuition;" 
recognizing when to call upon pre-existing models and frameworks; and to "being able to get 
beyond them" (Hymes, 1980, pp. 73-74). 
Ethnography, then, is a matter of "feedback, of "dialectul interplay": 
In a word, ethnography is inquiry that begins with recognition that one is at 
work in situations that are indeed, massively prestructured, but prestructured 
by the history and ways of those among whom one inquires (Hymes, 1980, p. 
74). 
Concerning himself, then, with "multiple levels" (Bales, 1979) of interaction, Hymes said the 
goal of sociolinguistic inquiry is to describe "a language, the social relations, or culture of a 
community" at the levels of the individual, the group, the community, the nation-state, and 
indeed, the "emerging world society" (Hymes, 1986, p. 53): 
Such a goal is of concern to practical work as well as to scientific theory. In a 
study of bilingual education, e.g., certain components of speaking will be 
taken into account, and the choice will presuppose a model, implicit if not 
explicit, of the interaction of language and social life. The significance 
attached to what is found will depend on understanding what is possible, what 
53 
universal, what rare, what linked, in comparative perspective. What ... 
researchers need to know linguisticaIly about a community, in selecting a 
language variety, and in conducting interviews, is in effect an application of 
the community's sociolinguistic description. In turn, practical work, if 
undertaken with its relevance to theory in mind, can make a contribution, for it 
must deal with the interaction of language and social life, and so provides a 
testing ground and source of new insight (Hymes, 1980, pp. 52-53). 
Hymes' coined "some initial heuristic schema" needed for systematic and adequate 
description. Essential concepts, he said, included a not;on of commun;ty and its scales of speech 
community, speech field, speech network, and speech situation; a not;on of speech situation and 
its scales of speech event, speech act; and components of speech and its mnemonic code of 
SPEAKING (Hymes, 1986, pp. 52-53). 
The Ethnography o(Speakillg: Some Initial Heuristic Schema 
Hymes characterized a speech commun;ty as a specific set of linkages among 
individuals, language, and speech rules and place or situation governing language and linguistic 
variation. He defined speech community itself as a community sharing rules for the conduct and 
interpretation of speech, and rules for the interpretation of at least one linguistic variety" (p. 
54). Woven into that notion of speech community were scale units of analysis including speech 
field (akin to the notion of social field)" (p. 55), defined as the total range a person's speech 
knowledge or repertoire, and speech nefll'ork, defined as a system of linkages based on shared 
language and shared rules for speaking. Hymes adopted the foIlowin~ definitions: 
The term speech community . .. postulates the basis of description as a social, 
rather than a linguistic, entity .... A speech community is defined as a 
community sharing both rules for the conduct and interpretation of acts of 
speech, and rules for the interpretation of at least one common linguistic code . 
. . . The speech field (akin to the notion of social field) can be defined as the 
total range of communities within which a person's knowledge of code and 
speaking rules enables him to move. Within the speech field must be 
distinguished the speech nefll'ork, the specific linkages of persons through code 
and speech rules across communities (Hymes, 1967, p. 18). 
Similarly, Hymes presented situational and contextual notions of a speech evellt, defined as a 
sequence of "speech acts," and speech act represented mnemonicaIly as SPEAKING, a code for 
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"components of speech acts": "setting ... participant ... end ... act sequence ... key ... 
instrumentality ... norm ... and genre" (Hymes, 1974, 1980). 
Setting (S). The component termed "setting and scene" makes up the "situation" of the 
speech act. Setting refers to the time and place and to the general physical circumstances of the 
act while scene gives "cultural definition" or provides a "psychological definition" of the 
occasion. Setting is concrete and somewhat static while scene is kinetic and may shift within 
one setting, as from "formal to informal" or "serious to festive." Speech acts can thus be used 
to define scenes and may be judged as appropriate or inappropriate in relation to scenes. 
Similarly, scenes may define acts and may be judged appropriate or inappropriate in relation to 
settings. So setting and scene may be linked as components of the act situation (Hymes, 1986, 
p.60). 
Participant (P). The component called "participant" related to the roles and 
relationships between and among speakers. A participant generally fulfills a socially specified 
role determined by such factors as gender, age, education. occupation, and identity. 
Additionally a participant generally interacts in a relationship characterized as a triad, defined 
as a combination of three roles, a speaker (sender), a listener (receiver), and an observer 
(audience); a dyad, defined as a combination of two roles, a speaker and a listener; or a monad, 
defined as a speaker who participates in solo or aside with indifference to relationship. In each 
case, "participant" is a universal component of a speech act. Competence requires knowing the 
conventions of the triadic model of roles and relationship. the dyadic model of roles and 
relationship, and the monodic model of a participant role (Hymes, 1986, pp. 58-61). 
End (E). "End" refers to the conventionally expected purpose or outcome of a speech 
act or speech event. The purpose of the event from the standpoint of a speech community need 
not be identical to the goal of the participants. An event in a schoolroom has a recognizable 
social end in view. but the various participants, for example. the superintendent, the principal, 
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the teacher, the student, and parents have different personal goals. The rules vary accordingly 
(Hymes, 1986, pp. 61-62). 
Act Sequence (A). "Act sequence" deals with message form and message contenlt, 
"how things are said" and "what is said." Both factors are central to the "syntactic structure" of 
the speech act; both are tightly interdependent; and both are key to the scientific and humanistic 
study of "ways of speaking." Concerning message form, rules govern, condition, and at times 
control the inner logic of what is said. With respect to message content, rules govern matters of 
"topic and change of topic." Competence, the ability of the speaker to deal "how things Blre 
said" and "what is said," requires (a) understanding "what is being talked about ... when what 
is being talked about has changed," (b) managing talk about the topic, and (c) changing talk 
about the topic. At the same time, competence requires a personal mastery and autonomous 
freedom that go beyond an explicit statement of rules and features of message form and message 
content. The more a "way of speaking" is shared by a group, the more meaningful it becomes 
within a group, indeed, the more important it is to scientitic and humanistic inquiry of human 
expression (Hymes, 1986, pp. 59-60). 
Key (K). The component "key" refers to the tone manner, or spirit in which an act is 
performed and the message is conveyed. Competence involves knowing not only "what" should 
happen next but also "how" it should happen. When "what" a speaker says does not match the 
"key ... register ... or style" the speaker is using, listeners are likely to pay more attention to 
the key than to the content, for example, to the burlesque of ritual rather than to the ritual itself 
(Hymes, 1986, p. 62; Wardhaugh, 1986, p. 240). 
Instrumentality (I). The component called instrumentality is understood to mean (a) 
speech code or form of speech and (b) speech channel. The speech code or choices of spe:ech 
codes may be indicative of the history of language resources in the community; the presence, or 
absence, of mutual intelligibility among speakers; and specialization of use or function. The 
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speech channel is understood to indicate choice of oral, written, telegraphic, semaphore, or 
other medium of transmission of speech. Competence in the instrumentalities in a speech 
community requires developing a repertoire of codes, knowing when to switch codes, and 
sensing how to, and how not to, mix codes (Hymes, 1986, pp. 62-63). 
Norms of Interaction and Interpretation (N). Two factors, the norms of interaction and 
the norms of interpretation, may be grouped together as "norms." The norms of interaction 
govern speakers' interaction in speech acts. Knowing when to take turns at talk, for example; 
or recognizing when to sing, pray, recite, or whisper in a church service; and laughing when the 
boss tells a joke involve norms of social interaction. The norms of interpretation govern the 
meaning speakers give to loudness, silence, eye contact, closeness, and distance. Competence in 
the norms of interaction requires knowing, using, and applying the interactional rules of social 
structure and social relationships agreed upon by the community. Competence in the norms of 
interpretation requires knowing, using, and applying the meaning of myth, legend, or lore in 
cultural beliefs, customs, adhered to by the community. While there is overlap between the 
rules of interaction and the rules of interpretation, the former implicates proprieties of a social 
system and the latter implicates proprieties of a cultural system (Hymes, 1986, p. 64). 
Genre (G). The speech act itself may be viewed as an instance of "story" or "genre." 
For all speech acts, poems, myths, tales, proverbs, riddles, curses, prayers, lectures, ads, 
letters, even dissertations and dissertation defenses, may be characterized as stories or genres. 
Various formulas "mark" the ways in which one genre differs from another (Hymes, 1986, p. 
65). These formulas make up the linsey-woolsey of ethnography (not to mention the chantilly of 
English belles-lettres). 
I1le Ethnography o(Speaking: Imperatives for Chanl!e 
Hymes recognized language to be "a subject beset by prejudice and preformed 
opinion." He adopted the paradigm of the "human sciences," revived the tradition of 
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ethnography, and conceived of IIhe ethnography of speaking, illustrated in figure 9. He 
I 
challenged those concerned with literacy, language development, and language assessment to 
"step back, imaginatively, in a way analogous to "zero-budgeting" -- to ask "What if ... ?" 
I 
(Hymes, 1980, p. 71). What if educ*tors were to "start where the child is ... linguistically .. 
. [to] develop the child's full potential"? What if classrooms in multilingual, multicultural 
I 
settings were to become natural places for ways of speaking, ways of knowing, and ways of 
learning? What if educational leaders were to become a major force in addressing the complex 
problems of language acquisition, development, and assessment in curriculum and instruction, 
I 
special education, and counseling? What if policy-makers were to validate the use of minority 
mother tongue and majority mother tongue in education as "a fundamental human right"? 
(Spolsky, 1986, p. 14). What if concerned policy-makers, superintendents, principals, teachers, 
I 
and parents involved themselves with concerned linguists and educational researchers, all 
I 
adopting certain imperatives and certain goals? 
First, to see the need for knowledge of language situations in our country [and 
our communities]. I 
Second, to support training and research to obtain such knowledge. 
i 
Third, to change the r!!lations between linguistics and education. 
I 
Certain goals on which we would probably agree should govern imperatives 
for change. The treatment of language in schools should help, not harm. It 
should help children, and th:rough them their families and communities, to 
maintain and foster self-resp:ect. It should be consonant with respect for 
diversity of background and' aspirations. It should contribute to equality rather 
than inequality (Hymes, 1980, pp. 140-141). 
I 
While some mainstream poli.cy-makers, educators, and linguists misconceive these 
I 
goals and imperatives for change as 'inationalism or ... chauvinist tribalism" (Fishman, 1985b, 
I 
pp. 490-501), this concern for I~thnici heritage and language as "nostalgia and sentimentality" 
I 
(Hymes, 1980, p. 146), this inlerest in a Mennonite speech community as "particularistic and 
I 
limiting" (Hymes, 1980, p. 146), I assert that these goals, imperatives, concerns, and interests 
are central to the role of langullge in Ischool and community today: 
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This ... revival of concern with ethnic heritage and uses of language is not 
merely a part of the annual tourist laundry ring around the world, each 
countryside emptying out in summer to take in someone else's carefully staged 
culture while on vacation. It is a shift in outlook that has to do with what one 
is for oneself, as a member of a family with a certain name, a certain history, a 
knowledge of certain places, certain ways of meeting sorrow and sharing joy. 
Many ... know the price that can be exacted in acquiring a lingual franca at 
the cost of a language of the home. 
Some repudiate concern of this kind as nostalgia and sentimentality, even a 
dangerous refusal to face present realities. I think that something profound is 
involved. Anyone concern may seem particularistic and limiting; when all 
such concerns are considered together, one sees something general, a deep-
running tide. It is a vision limited 10 a natiollailingllajrallca that begills 10 
appear old-fashiolled, limited, sectarian (Hymes, 1980, p. 146, italics mine). 
So, to approach educational situations and language situations of African-, Asian, Hispaqi(,:-, 
Native-, and European-Americans, and further, to approach situations renewed by immi~riltion, 
with one-language attitudes, policies, and goals, without a revival of concern for ethnic 1,eritage 
and uses of language, does indeed seem "old-fashioned, limited, and sectarian." Such an, 
approach to diversity seems in need of assessment. 
Moving now from ethnography as community science in Chapter II, toward an 
ethnography of speaking in a Mennonite speech community in Chapter III, I return to cOl1Qepts 
and methods derived from this interdisciplinary framework. I adopt the Hymes-type WOI'k in 
ethnographies of speaking and the Milroy-type work in speech networks to examine the 
Ferguson-coined phenomenon of diglossia and the Fishman-extended relationship betwee,n 
societal diglossia and individual bilingualism to look at the historical problem and endurin,g 
question of language. 
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CHAPTER III 
TOWARD AN ETHNOGRAPHY OF SPEAKING IN A MENNONITE COMMUNITY: 
AN INSIDER-OUTSIDER FRAMEWORK 
Moving toward some heuristic schema of inquiry, open to 
questions and answers not foreseen, and closed to a routine 
of precoded content, an ethnographer said ... 
If olle starts jrom social life ill olle's study, 
thell the linguistic aspect of the 
ethllography requires olle to ask what are 
the commullicative meatlS, verbal alld 
other, by which this bit of social life is 
cOllducted alld illlerpreted? What is their 
mode of orgallizatioll,from the stalldpoilll 
of repertoires of codes? Call olle speak of 
appropriate alld illappropriate, beller alld 
worse uses of these mealls? How are the 
skills ell tailed by the mealls acquired, alld 
to whom are they accessible? 171ese 
questiolls lead olle i/llo the territOlY of the 
other startillg poi/ll. If olle starl.l'jrom 
lallguage ill olle '.I' study, thell ethnography 
of the lillguistic work requires olle to ask, 
who employs these verbalmealls, to what 
ellds, whell alld where alld how:' Wh{/( 
orgalliz{/(ioll do they hal'e from the 
stalldpoi/ll of the pall ems of social life ? (p. 
83). 
Dd Hymes (1980) 
STARTING FROM LANGUAGE 
Sensitive to language situations in Mennonite speech communities north of the forty-
ninth parallel (for I learned rules for "speaking Mennonite" at home in Canada, and observed 
code-choosing and code-mixing after the family migrated to the United States), and concerned 
about educational situations in Anglo-American speech communities south of the line (for I 
learned rules for "speaking English" in schools in the United States, and trained in universities 
to teach English and to oversee schooling in multilingual, multicultural communities), I 
presented my committee with two reasons for undertaking an ethnography in Canada. Both 
started from language. First, the history of English language dominance in Canadian schools 
after the 1890s, described in detail in Chapter I, apparently was repeating itself in some 
American schools to the south. For, in the aftermath of the 1982 proposed English Language 
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution (Daniels, 1990a; Judd, 1990; Marshall, 1986), policy-
makers in sixteen states had passed English-only statutes stripping linguistic minorities of their 
language rights in education (Daniels, 1990b). So the historical problem of English-only 
attitudes, policies, and goals in Anglo-Canadian schooling at the start of the twentieth century 
remained a problem in Anglo-American schooling near the end of the century. Second, the 
situations of diglossia and bilingualism, described in detail in Chapter II, evidently remained 
widespread and persistent in some ethnic communities (Manitoba, 1983a, 1983b, 1989a 1990), 
the United States (Fishman, 1989), and elsewhere (Ferguson, 1985; Fishman, Tabouret-Keller, 
Clyne, Krishnamurti, Abdulaziz, 1989). While trends toward cultural pluralism in Canada 
fostered views that "heritage languages" are school worthy (Fishman, 1985b, 1989), a legacy of 
English dominance in the United States renewed old attitudes that English-only was 
nationworthy, therefore schoolworthy. Such views of language and their bearing on schools 
were rarely given the attention they deserve (Ashworth, 1985; Baron, 1990; Bernstein, 1986;; 
Burnaby, 1987; Combs & Lynch, 1990' Coulmas, 1984; Daniels, 1990a; Davis, 1990; Drake, 
1984; Gonzalez, 1990; Gonzalez, Schott, & Vasquez, 1990; Jernudd & Rubin, 1971; Kloss, 
1966; Marshall, 1986). So the Mennonite speech community in Canada presented itself as an 
ideal site for the study of language attitudes, policies, and goals in schooling. Given history, 
pre-existing models, and intuition, I proposed an insider-outsider approach to the ethnography 
of speaking in a Mennonite community. My committee accepted the rationale, and I undertook 
the fieldwork during the summers of 1989 and 1990. 
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A Century of Language Education Debate 
Canada's language leducation debate began in the 1890s, the decade when the Manitoba 
Legislature, joined by the: Manitoba's system of public schools, laid the English-only plank ill 
the conflicted language education platform. Between the 1890s and the 1920s, the historical 
language debate shifted f('oIlIl a mainstream question of English and French in Western Canada, 
to a sidestream question of English and German in southern Manitoba. The so-called "Manitoba 
School Question," an English-only initiative for school reform, eventuated in "One People, One 
Language, One School System" policies and goals for all linguistic minorities. These English-
only attitudes instituted between the 1890s and 1920s, prevailed in Manitoba public schools 
until the 1960s. Then, bl~tWeen the mid-1960s and the mid-1970s, when the "unifonnizing 
ethos," found "wanting in many ways, by many groups, and in many places" pointed the way 
toward an "ethnic revival" ~Fishman, 1985, pp. 489-517), Canadian social planners introduced a 
new direction in CanadiaJll language policy; Manitoban legislators proposed a new initiative in 
Manitoba language educational policy and practice; and communities of linguistic minorities 
petitioned local school policy-makers for bilingual programs in heritage languages. The new 
direction dubbed the "Of:ticjal Languages Act" in 1969, the Canadian "Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms" in 1982, and "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" in the 1988, 
guaranteed "language educa.tion choice" to all linguistic minorities in Canada. Yes, policies and 
goals in Canada and Manitoba had changed. But had attitudes changed? To begin the inquiry, I 
borrowed some pre-existiing models and intuition and approached the inquiry as both an insider 
and an outsider. 
Pre-existing Models and In~uition 
Hymes talked about steering between pre-existing models and intuition to engage in an 
"emic-etic" dialectal (Sapir" 1970). Given this orientation to inquiry, I designed an insider-
outsider approach to the ,et~n()graphy of speaking. Starting from intuitive knowledge of 
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language in a Mennonite speech community, then, I restated the general question of 
sociolinguistic research (Fishman, 1972): 
Who employs these verbal means [English, vernacula,. Germall, and classical 
Germall], to what ends, when and where and how? What organi71ltion do 
[members of the speech community] have from the standpoint of the patterns 
of social life (Hymes, 1980, p. 83). 
In the particular situation of the Mennonite speech community and its schools, I made a 
significant distinction between the use of language "outside the classroom" according to norms 
"inside the local community" (Hymes, 1980): 
Some essential light can be shed by knowledge of language development as it 
occurs outside the classroom ... according to the norms of local cultures. 
One would want to know what kinds of use of language are valued, which 
users of language are valued, how these values are exhibited, experienced, and 
acquired. One would want to know how the relationship between language use 
in school and language use outside of school is viewed, where there is 
continuity, where conflict, where compartmentalization (Hymes, 1980, p. 72). 
To folIow the direction of continuity and change from the perspectives of both an insider alld an 
outsider, I adopted Hymes' (1986) model of the ethnography of speaking inside the community, 
olltside the school, Milroy's (1986) concept of the ethnographer as an insider-olltsider or a 
friend-oJ-a-frielld, and proceed to look at the particular language phenomenon characterized by 
Ferguson (1959) as diglossia and by Fishman (1967, 1980) as societal diglossia and illdividual 
bilingualism. 
Insider-Outsider Approach to Ethnol!raphy. Like Hymes (1974, 1986) who reduced the 
scope of the ethnographies of speaking to smalI-scale studies of communities and their schools, I 
drew distinctions among "speech community ... speech tield ... speech network." Then I 
integrated these distinctions with some insider information about shared rules for language form 
and function (Hymes, 1986, pp. 53-56). Tentatively: 
[The Mennonite] ... speech commullity is defined as a [southern Manitoba] 
community sharing rules for the conduct and interpretation of speech, and 
rules for the interpretation of ... [two varieties of German and a variety of 
English]. Both conditions are necessary. 
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The [Mennonite] ... speechjield ... can be defined as the ... range of ... 
communities [Kildonan on the North End of Winnipeg, the East Reserve 
approximately 50 kilometers southeast of Winnipeg, and the West Reserve, 
approximately 100 kilometers southwest of Winnipeg] within which a person's 
knowledge of ... [High Gennan, Low Gennan, and English] and speaking 
rules [for Traditional Mennonite diglossia, one H and one L, or Modem 
Mennonite diglossia, two Hs and one L] potentially enables him [or her] to 
move communicatively. 
Within the speech field must be distinguished the [Mennonite] speech network, 
the specific linkages of ... [local policy-makers, educators, and parents tied 
to German language education] across communities. 
In sum, ... [a Mennonite's] speech community may be ... [Kildonan, East 
Reserve, or West Reserve] ... or portion of it; one's speech field will be 
delimited by one's repertoire of patterns of speaking [High German, Low 
German, and English]; ... [A Mennonite's] speech network is the effective 
union of these last two (adapted from Hymes, 1986, pp. 54-55). 
Given this model of a speech community, a speech field, and a speech network, I 
borrowed Ferguson's (1959) classic concept of diglossia and Fishman's (1967,1980) interactive 
concept of diglossia and bilingualism redefined the particular way of speaking in a Mennonite 
community. Tentatively, I defined the traditional repertoire of Mennonite diglossia as two 
varieties of the same language, one H and one L (Ferguson. 1959), and the modem repertoire of 
Mennonite diglossia as a complex pattern of two Hs and one L (Fishman, 1980): 
TRADITIONAL MENNONITE DIGLOSSIA is a rdatively stable language 
situation in which, in addition to the primary dialects of the variety (which 
may include a standard [Plautdietsch] or regional standards [Chortitza or Old 
Colony and Molotschna or Volga derived from the Danzig, Marienburg and 
Elbing communities with borrowings from Groningin and Holstein]), there is a 
very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more complex 
[phonemically, morphemically, and syntactically) superposed variety 
[Hochdeutsche], the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature, 
either of an earlier period [the sixteenth century reformation] or in a different 
speech community [Zurich and Wittenburg], which is learned largely by 
formal education [catechism] and is used for most written and formal spoken 
[sacred] purposes but is not used by any sector of the community for ordinary 
[secular] conversation (adapted from Ferguson, 1959; R. Epp, 1987). 
MODERN MENNONITE DIGLOSSIA is a complex case of H as classical, and 
L as vernacular, the two beillg gelletically related . .. an instance of dual Hs 
in conjunction with a single L, one H commonly heing utilized for ethnically 
encumbered or traditional H pursuits and the other for ethnically 
unencumbered or modem pursuits. For example ... [the Russian-
Mennonites] reveal a complex form ... involving High Luther Bible German 
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[Hochdeutsche] and English as Hand [Plautdietsch] as L (adapted from 
Fishman, 1980; R. Epp, 1987). 
Given this diglossic situation, I returned to Hymes' (1974, 1986) ethnography of 
speaking, a sociolinguistic system of a community that starts from language. So, Hymes' 
components of speech organized mnemonically as components of SPEAKING, namely setting or 
scene, participants, ends or purpose, act sequence, key or tone, instrumentalities or code, IIOrms 
or rules, and genre, permitted me to concern myself with relationships between language and 
ethnicity in the local community and its local schools. 
Insider-Outsider Role of Ethnographer. Like Lahov (1972) and Milroy (1986), I 
concerned myself with some insider-outsider issues related to the problem characterized in the 
sociolinguistic literature as the "Observer's Paradox" (Lahov, 1972, p. 209): 
The aim of linguistic research in the community must be to find out how 
people talk when they are not being systematically observed; yet ... obtain 
these data by systematic observation .... One way to overcome the paradox 
is to break through the constraints of the interview by various devices which 
divert attention away from speech, and allow for the vernacular to emerge. 
This can be done in ... intervals and breaks which ... involve the subject in 
questions and topics which recreate strong emotions he has felt in the past, or 
involve him in other contexts (Labov, 1972, p. 209). 
To solve the problem of how to obtain representative data, I borrowed methods both Labov 
(1972) and Milroy (1986) used to study relationships between language and ethnicity. 
Labov (1972), for example, in his studies of Martha's Vineyard and New York City'S 
Lower East Side, tackled the problem of how to ohtain natural speech by considering the social 
context of the interview. To get beyond the formal style of speech associated with the 
interview, he interrupted the interview and asked speakers to read text, word lists, and paired 
words, and to tell stories. Thus, he isolated careful styles of speech from casual styles, and 
hypercorrected patterns of speech from vernacular patterns. 
Milroy (1986), in her studies of Belfast's Ballymacarrett, Clonard, and Hammer 
communities, pursued the problem by introducing the significant notion of fieldworker as both 
an insider and an outsider, or a!riend-o!-ajriend. "Between them," an insider as a collector of 
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primary data alld an outsider as a controller of interaction with primary groups, "they may have 
access to a greater stylistic range than either can have, working alone" (Milroy, 1986, p. 41). 
Milroy observed, too, that women who assume an insider-outsider role are viewed with less 
suspicion than men, and a solitary woman is to be regarded as less threatening and "therefore 
more likely to be able to collect large amounts of data" (Milroy, 1986, p. 44). A more detailed 
description of Milroy's concept of the fieldworker and speech networks continues in this chapter 
in the section on methods. 
An Insider-Outsider Framework 
Selectively, then, I connected pre-existing models and intuition to build an insider-
outsider framework. First, Hymes' (1974,1986) model of speech community, field, and 
network enabled me to reduce the scope of the ethnography to a small-scale study of language 
education inside a local community and outside the local school. Second, Ferguson's (1959) 
classic concept of diglossia and Fishman's (1967, 1980) interactive concept of diglossia and 
bilingualism permitted me to make a basic assumption about language: that diglossia is a 
widespread societal arrangement, that bilingualism an individual asset or debit, and that 
bilingualism without diglossia is a transitory situation leading inevitably to unstable bilingualism 
and eventual monolingual ism. Third, Labov's (1972) amI Milroy's (1986) concerns about the 
problem of obtaining representative, the so-called "Observer's Paradox," led me to approach the 
entire process of inquiry as both an insider alld an outsider. Fourth, Hymes' (1974, 1986) 
components of SPEAKING guided input leading to description. 
Putting it all together then, I started with the question of language: Who uses what 
lallguage with whom, whell, where, alld why? I assumed an iI/sider-outsider persall a upon 
entering the Mennonite speech community. I approach an il/sider-oll/sider illtervielV as a speech 
event with intervals and breaks between speech acts of "act sequences" in the primary settings of 
the home, the congregation, and the school. I will devote the remainder of this chapter to the 
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description of entering the Mennonite speech community during the summers of 1989 and 1990, 
interviewing speakers, and obtaining data representative of traditional and modem Mennonite 
diglossia and its bearing on schools. 
ENTERING THE MENNONITE SPEECH COMMUNITY: 
SPEECH EVENTS DURING THE SUMMER OF 1989 
My Mennonite family name linked me ethnically to the first Russian-Mennonite 
immigrants to Manitoba who arrived aboard the riverboat IlIfemarionai on 23 July 1874 
(Driedger, 1990, p. 13). Deemed an insider by virtue of my relationship to "Widow Rutzloff" 
whose named appeared on the Shalltz List of Mennonite IlIIlIIigrallfs, 1874-1880 (Plett, 1987, p. 
73), and to her son "Hein Ratzlav" whose name appeared on the Quebec Ship Lists, 1874-1875 
(Plett, 1987, p. 63) -- yet an outsider by virtue of my presence as an Anglo-American language 
researcher and a solitary woman from Oregon, whose name appeared on appointment calendars 
as "Ratzlaff-Swinney" -- I assumed an insider-outsider persolla with considerable authenticity 
(Milroy, 1986, pp. 40-46). 
Assuming an Insider-Outsider Persona -- Months Before 
Gradually I "re-oriented" myself to ways of speaking and knowing in a community of 
people with whom I shared a common history and a common language linked to ethnicity (Wax, 
1971, p. 14). Three events between February and July of 1989, stand out as having contributed 
in critical ways to my re-socialization and entry. The first, a small-scale pilot study of language 
and ethnicity I carried out in a Mennonite community sited in the United States, gave me first-
band experience with the "Observer's Paradox." The experience prompted me to embrace the 
problem by designing a mechanism for feedba;;k into the ethnography (Bales, 1979; Hymes, 
1980; Sapir, 1933). I accomplished this by assuming an insider-outsider role and approaching 
the interview as a speech event, a sequence of speech acts with breaks and intervals, discussed 
above and again in detail below. "The second event, a series of letters and telephone 
conversations with four Mennonite elders in Canada (Journal, 1989, pp. 1,2,15,46), linked me 
as a "friend-of-a-friend" from the very day I entered the community (Milroy, 1986, pp. 46-47). 
The mutual "exchange of tokens" (Milroy, 1986, p. 41) and the associated "rights ... 
obligations" (Bales, 1979, 11-18), in this case the naming of a "friend" in exchange for the 
sharing of findings, together with the right to gain access and the responsibility to refrain from 
recording electronically, eventually enmeshed me in networks of speaking relationships "outside 
the classroom according to the norms of the local community" (Hymes, 1980, p. 72). The third 
event was the rite of entry itself. 
Crossing the Forty-ninth Parallel -- The Day of 3 July. 
Crossing the forty-ninth parallel at Emerson, I travelled toward my desiination, 
Winnipeg. Awaiting me there, on the North End, at the Centre for Mennonite Brethren (MB) 
Studies in Canada, were a summer residence on the MB campus, a work-study space in the MB 
Archives, and a grand tour charted by the elders, all marking my entry the day of 3 July. 
Driving north along the Highway 75, parallel to the Red River, my destination still an 
hour away, I thought about the language history of the Manitoba prairies. Ahead, at the 
confluence of the Red and Assiniboine rivers lay "The Forks" at Fort Garry, one of the 
linguistic crossroads in the history of North American and the center of present-day Winnipeg 
(named by the Crees, will meaning "muddy" and lIipee meaning "water"). "The Forks" or 
Upper Fort Garry, as it had been called for more than two-hundred years, connected the trade 
routes of the British in Upper Canada, the "vast territory of the Canadian northwest between the 
Great Lakes and the Rockies" granted to the Hudson's Bay Company (Driedger, 1990, pp. 13-
15), with those of the French in Lower Canada, the Northwest Company in Montreal and its 
connections to European trade routes. There aboriginals, trappers, and farmers exchanged 
goods and services in Ellglish, Frellch, Cree, Chipal\'ayal/, DakowlSiOlcc, Ojibway, Islalld Lake 
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Cree, Chinese, Punjabi, Yiddish, Scol1ish, German, and Ukrainian. Yes, I thought, "The 
Forks" at Fort Garry was one of the linguistic crossroads of North America -- the very site 
where the heritage languages taught in Manitoba public schools today first came in contact. 
Touring the Historical Mennonite Reserves -- The Day of 3 July 
Still driving north, parallel to the Red River, I thought about the Mennonites who 
passed through the Forks on their way to the "Mennonite Reserve" in 1874 (Driedger, 1990, p. 
13). That year, five boatloads of German-speaking Mennonite immigrants from Russia stopped 
briefly at Upper Fort Garry, bartered for supplies in Loll' German, "continued on to disembark 
at the forks of the Red and Rat rivers" where they rested in sheds and tents, drew water from a 
now legendary well, and "gave thanks" in High Germall. The secular exchanges in LolV 
German and the sacred exchanges in High German increased on the prairies, between 1874 and 
1890; for those years marked the arrival of the first wave of7,OOO Russian Mennonite 
immigrants to Canada, known then and still today as K{//wt/ier (Callat/ialls). These German-
speaking Kanadier settled on the eight townships known as the "East Reserve" and on the 
seventeen townships known as the "West Reserve" (Epp, 1974, p. 200; Friesen, 1985) -- they 
broke sod, established villages, built schools, and, in 1890, came into conflict with English and 
the Union Jack, "a rationale for [Canadian] public schools .... " In 1916, after twenty-five 
years of passive resistance to English-only trends in Canada, the Kanadier from the rural 
reserves petitioned the Manitoba Attorney General for the right to preserve Deutsche und 
Religion in Mennonite private schools (Epp, 1974, p. 333). By 1920, the year the British Privy 
Council and Canadian Supreme Court declared the language education clause of 1873 Canadian 
Priviligium nol binding on the Manitoba government, the popUlation of German-speaking 
Mennonites in Manitoba had increased to 21,300 German-speakers. While the population up to 
that time was largely concentrated on the rural reserves in southern Manitoba, the Mennonite 
speech community was on the brink of change (Epr, 1974). 
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The 1920 Supreme Court decision and the aftermath jolted Mennonites across Canada. 
In Manitoba alone, an estimated 3,800 Kanadier left for Mexico and Paraguay to protest the 
rules compelling Mennonites to close German Mennonite private schools and to send their 
children to English national schools. The Kanadier who remained on the East Reserve and the 
West Reserve after the 1920, acquiesced to sending their children to English-only schools. And 
within the same decade, between 1922 and 1930, the Kanadier who remained on the Canadian 
prairies hosted the second wave of 21,000 Russian-Mennonite immigrants known then and today 
as Russlaellder (Russialls). In less than two decades, between 1947 and 1960, the Kanadier and 
the Russlaender together hosted the third wave of 7,000 Russian-Mennonite immigrants called 
Neueillgewallderte (llewly immigrated), and the returning wave of Kanadier from Mexico and 
Paraguay after the 1960s, called Auswalltierer (emigres) (Dyck, 1974, pp. 201-206; Klassen, 
1989, p. 5). Some Russlaender, Neueingewanderte, and Auswanderer re-settled among the 
Kanadier in Manitoba, and sent their children to consolidated English-only public schools on the 
East and West reserves. Many, though, re-settled in the "Mennonite Ghetto" on the "North 
End" of Winnipeg (Journal, 1989), known historically as "Foreign Quarter," "New Jerusalem," 
and "CPR Town" (Driedger, 1990, p. 18), and sent their children to En~lish-only public schools 
in urban Winnipeg. 
Still driving north, heading into Winnipeg, I watched for landmarks. Passing "the 
Forks" at Fort Garry, I imagined the sights and sounds of an historical linguistic crossroads. 
Beyond the dome of the Manitoba Legislature, over the tracks of the Canadian Pacific Railway 
(CPR), across the bridge spanning the Red River, I reached my destination, the North End. The 
moment marked the end of a journey and the beginning of a grand tour. I collected my maps of 
historical sites and present-day settings, depicted in figures 10-13. The map of the historical 
Mennonite reserves in southern Manitoba, illustrated in figure 10, shows the geographic 
relationships of the rural East Reserve, the rural West Reserve, urban Winnipeg, and the 
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Fil!ure 10. Mennonite reserves in southern Manitoba. A map of southern 
Manitoba shows the locations of the East Reserve and the West Reserve 
and their proximity to Winnipeg and the Canada/USA border. Source: 
Klassen (1989, p. 304). 
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MENNONITE EAST RESERVE IN SOUTHERN MANITOBA 
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Fi !!ure 11. Mennonite East Reserve in southern Manitoba. A map of the 
East Reserve shows where the Mennonites first settled and where the 
movement to resist Ellglish and the Ullioll Jack took foot. Source: Epp 
(1974, p. 213). 
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KILDONAN ON THE NORTH END OF WINNIPEG 
Figure 13. Kildonan on the North End of Winnipeg. A map of Kildonan 
on the North End shows an area of dense Mennonite population, referred 
to as the "Mennonite Ghetto" or as the "Foreign Quarter ... New 
Jerusalem ... CPR Town." Source: Driedger (1990, p. 18). 
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Canada/USA border. Maps of the historil;al East R,eserve and the historical West Reserve, 
I 
illustrated figures 11 and 12 respectively, Irepresent the ge:ographic origin of the movement to 
resist English and the Union Jack took f061. And t/le mar) of the present-day North End or 
Kildonan, illustrated in figure 13, shows 1-I,here I lived anifI studied for six weeks. 
Touring the Present-day Mennonite Speech Commlmity -~ The Week of 3 July 
Over the thresholil of the Centre Ifor MB s~udies,1 I introduced myself to "friends" as 
I 
"Ratzlaff-Swinney." Mutually, "friends" land I exchanged "tokens" or guarantees of "good 
I 
faith" and laid the groundwork for a series of interviews ''lith community-minded elders in 
I 
urban Winnipeg who were to facilitate thft ethnogrllphy of:' speaking by opening doors to 
"friends" or "speakers" in Ithe Mennonite Ispeech community and its urban and rural speech 
I 
fields. By the end of the week of 3 July, the grand tour of the Mennonite speech community 
I 
had taken me inside the Manitoba system ~()f public school's and inside the Mennonite system of 
I 
private schools where I met and talked wi:lh "friem\s" andl "friends-of-friends" -- all of whom 
I 
eventually contributed to my understanding of the 1,lse of II:mguage "outside the classroom" 
according to the norms of the local Mennonite spe~ch community. 
I 
The grand tour itself took me to tlhree fiell,ls in thie present-day Mennonite speech 
I 
community: the "North" field and the "North" or B,iver Bast School Division serving the 
Mennonite population in the urban villag~s of Kildpnan, the "East" field and the "East" or 
I 
Hanover School Division serving the Mennonite P9pulation in Steinbach and rural villages of 
I 
Hanover municipality, and the "West" field and tht,~ "West" or Rhineland and Garden Valley 
school divisions serving the Mennonite p6pulation in Wir:lkler, Altona, and the villages of the 
I 
Rhineland and Garden Valley municipalitil~s. Alof\g the way, I stoppc!d to talk with "friends" 
I 
including the administrator of the Manitoib·a Department of Education liS well as the heritage 
I 
language coordinator lind c:onsultants to the Ellgli.l'l,-Gemilllll bilingual progrllm, who all promote 
"Language Choice" in Manitoba public sahools; th~ profe;ssors in the Mennonite Studies Centre 
I 
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at the University of Winnipeg who promote an interdisciplinary program in Mennonite Low 
Gennan literature and language; the archivists at the Centre for MB Studies in Canada and at the 
Mennonite Heritage Centre who promote teaching and research in areas of Mennonite history, 
literature, and culture; and demographers at ST ATS Canada who disseminate Canadian census 
data on language, ethnic origin, place of birth, and schooling specifically, and popUlation 
generally. 
Census data I collected from these public and private research centers helped me 
understand abstract notions of speech community, speech field, and speech network in concrete 
terms. For example, I learned that the Mennonite speech COllllllllllif)" with a popUlation of 
63,490 in the province, and 19,105 in Winnipeg, according to the 1981 Canadian census, 
represented the largest regional and local concentmtions of Mennonites in the world (Statistics 
Canada, 1981, 93-931). Outside of the province, the Manitoba populution figure represented 
thirty-three percent of the Mennonite populution in Cunada, nineteen percent of the Mennonite 
popUlation in North America, and eight percent of the Mennonite population in the world, 
according to the 1984 Mennonite membership census of Mennonite communities around the 
world, illustrated in figure 14 (Friesen, 1985). Inside the province, within the system of 
Manitoba public schools, where the student populution enrolled in German lunguage programs 
was monitored by the Manitoba Depurtment of Education in cooperation with the Manitoba 
Parents for Germun Education, the 1988 student census indicuted that 87 percent of the 5,447 
students enrolled in Germun languuge educution, gmdes K-12, was concentrated in three speech 
fields of the Mennonite speech community -- un urban field in Kildonan on the North End of 
Winnipeg, with fifteen percent of Manitobu's Gernlan language students enrolled in one school 
division; a rural field in the historical "East Mennonite Reserve" southeast of Winnipeg, with 
twenty-five percent enrolled one school division; and a rural tield in the historical "West 
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Figure 14. Mennonite communities around the world. A map of 
Mennonite communities around the world shows that the Mennonite 
population in southern Manitoba represents thirty-three percent of the 
Mennonite population, in Canada, nineteen percent in North America, and 
eight percent, in the world. Source: Friesen (1985). 
.. 
E 
~ .. 
"0 
"CI .. 
78 
79 
Mennonite Reserve" southwest of Winnipeg, with sixty percent, enrolled in two school 
divisions. 
A closer look at the 1988 student census revealed disparity in the enrollment figures 
related to Gennan "core" or "enrichment" programs and those related to English-German 
"bilingual" programs. For example, eighty-five percent of the 692 students enrolled in the 
English-Gennan bilingual education program was concentrated in the K-8 program of the urban 
North school division in Kildonan, while the remaining fifteen percent was enrolled in the K-3 
program of the rural East school division on the East Reserve (Manitoba Parents for German 
Education, 1988). The rural West school divisions offered no English-German bilingual 
program. The clusters of student interest in English-German bilingual programs in the North 
and East fields vis-a-vis the cluster of apparent student disinterest in the West field suggested to 
me that speech networks linked to German language education in the North, West, and East 
fields of the Mennonite speech community held different views of English-German bilingual 
education program. 
I considered the piece of evidence important clue to the Hnswer of the question -- Who 
uses what language with whom, when, where, Hnd why? -- perhaps an indicator of continuity, 
conflict, and compHrtmentalization in the context of language education policy and practice in 
Manitoba schools. The answer, I thought, lay in the networks of parents, educators, and local 
policy-makers of the school divisions in the North, East, and West fields who knew "what kinds 
of use of language are valued, which users of languHge are valued. and how these values are 
exhibited, experienced, and acquired" (Hymes, 1980. p. 72). 
INTERVIEWING SPEAKERS IN MENNONITE SPEECH FIELDS: 
SPEECH EVENTS IN THE URBAN NORTH END AND THE RURAL RESERVES 
Starting from language. I crossed threshold of the North End, the East Reserve, and the 
West Reserve to elicit a picture of the physical setting. the cultural scene, and the diglossic 
situation in the Mennonite community and its schools. Having traced the historical language 
developments and their bearing on present-day educational policy and practice in local schools, I 
continued to steer between pre-existing models and intuition as I approached the interviews as an 
insider-outsider. Eventually, I hoped to discover which language varieties were valued, which 
speakers were valued, and how speakers exhibited, experienced, and acquired these attitudes in 
community and school (Hymes, 1980, p. 72). For the time, I treated the interviews as a series 
of speech evell1s and speech acts, the questions and responses as heuristic input to description 
coded mnemonically as SPEAKING, and the linkages of parents, educators, and policy-makers 
to English-German bilingual education as speech lIetworks. The remainder of this chapter is 
devoted to a description of the methods I used (a) to collect language and social data on fifty-
seven speakers in the urban and rural speech fields of the community, (b) to treat the data as a 
seq'Jence of ethno-events and ethno-acts marked by components of speaking, and (c) to establish 
linkages between patterns of speaking and language education policies and practices. A 
complete discussion of findings can be found in Chapter IV. Brief discussions of methods, 
instruments, and procedures follows below. 
Asking the Grand Tour Question -- The Week of 3 July 
The grand tour question -- Who uses what language with whom, when, where, and 
why? -- opened doors to "friends" and "friends-of-friends" inside the local community and 
permitted me to observe and participate in language situations and educational situations in local 
schools, both private and public. In a series of exchanges during the week of 3 July, Mennonite 
elders pointed to historical and theological collections the Centre for the MB Studies in Canada 
and the Mennonite Heritage Centre (Journal, 1989, pp. 1. 2. 6, 8, 10,44,46). And Manitoba 
policy-makers and educators directed me to statutes and administrative rules in the legislative 
archives (Journal, 1989, pp. 4, 5, 9, 21). I reviewed the literature from both sectors. Within a 
few days, Mennonite scholars at the university invited me to share early findings with a "forum" 
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linked to the interdisciplinary program in Mennonite Studies (Journal, 1989, pp. 2, 44, 45, 46). 
Later, local policy-makers invited me to attend a special meeting olf the school board (Journal, 
1989, p. 54). I participated in both. Mennonites asked me not to I"tape" my interviews and not 
to ·survey· their friends (Journal, 1989, 1,2, 10). I took hand-written notes instead. All 
described the lay of the land and named "friends" associated with the rural schools and villages 
of the East Reserve and West Reserve and the urban schools and villages of the North End. 
Some talked of the tradition of High German in the congregation, Loll' German at home and in 
the villages, and English in schools; others, of the trend toward English-German bilingual 
education in two local school divisions (Journal, 1989, pp. 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14,21). I 
listened, observed, and asked more questions. By the end of the week of 3 July, I found myself 
enmeshed in a network of relationships with Mennonite law-givers, scribes, and preachers, on 
one hand, all concerned with catechism; and with Canadian law-mukers, administrators, and 
teachers, on the other hand, all concerned with matters of language education. Having elicited a 
general picture of speaking during the week of 3 July, I moved from the grand-tour question to 
some insider-outsider questions afterward. 
Asking Insider-Outsider Questions -- The Weeks After :U!!!y 
To elicit patterns of speaking Loll' German, High Gerll/aIi', and English systematically, 
I concerned myself with how to select speakers inside the community lmd how to ask questions 
to elicit a picture of language use in the home, the congregation, and the school, and how to 
assemble language and ethnic data that had a bearing on educationl Still guided by pre-existing 
models and intuition, plus information gained from the grand tounand the grand tour question, I 
established (a) a set of criteria for selecting speakers, (b) a list of questions for giving informal 
structure to interviews, and (c) a database for entering lmd retrieving information on language 
and etlmicity in education. Later, I analyzed the language and sodal data for (c) repertoires of 
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speaking and (d) linkages or networks of policy-makers, educators,l and parents across the 
speech community and its fields. 
Selecting Speakers. My initial list of three "friends" increased overnight to twelve 
friends, over three-weeks, to seventy-five friends, then decreased over six weeks to fifty-seven 
speakers as I decided who to interview and who not to interview. Selectively, I chose to 
interview only those speakers who met criteria tying them specifi<=a,lIy to language education 
policy, practice, and promotion. So, a potential speaker had to be linked to the research 
problem and question either as a teacher or administrator with a rol;e in implementing E1lglish-
High Gen1latl bilingual studies, a professor with a role in implememting Mennonite Low Germa1l 
studies, a school board member with a role in overseeing language !education policy, or a parent 
with a role in preserving a High German language heritage or a Loll' Germa1l language heritage. 
Who these fifty-seven speakers are in terms of age, sex, education, occupation, ethnicity, and 
identity, and in terms of network structure will be described in dllscribed in Chapter IV. 
EventualIy I found myself linked to them through a mutual interestl in German language 
education in the Manitoba system of high" ( education, the Manitoba system of public schools, 
and the Mennonite system of private schools. 
Asking Questions. Having decided who to interview, I :initiated calls to potential 
speakers from a telephone in the MB archives, a place defined physically and culturally as a 
"Mennonite setting" where E1lglish, High Germa1l, and Loll' German are spoken. UsualIy, after 
a span of a few days, my telephone inquiry in English to potential !;peakers broke into a facc-to-
face talk about High German, LolV Genllatl, or English-German bilingual education. In 
interviews with educators, policy-makers, or parents in offices, IiIblraries, cafes, meetinghouses, 
and residences, I observed "how things were said" and "what was said." I participated with 
speakers in interviews that extended into a sequence of speech ac:ts with other participants. 
Typically, an interview lasted from one-to-three hours and was onllY the first speech act of a 
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sequence of three to eight speech acts. Sequential acts generally occ:urred I after a few days' 
break or a week's interval and involved the speaker in other contexts. Subsequent situations and 
contexts typically involved a speaker in a dyadic or triadic relationship with a co-educator, a 
supervisor, an elected official, a pastor, a spouse, a parent, a sibling, or al child. Subsequent 
events and acts often entailed a guided tour of a Mennonite village on the lEast Reserve or the 
West Reserve, a traditional Mennonite residence or meetinghouse, or a modem German-English 
bilingual school; an informal gathering of friends and family in a kitchen or dining room, in a 
restaurant, at a picnic-in-the-park; or a celebration in a community (:enten Depending on 
setting-5cene, participant, and end or purpose, I found that I spent as much time as thirty-six 
hours with one speaker and as little time as one hour with six speakl~rs. Altogether, though, I 
tallied 1,248 hours of study in the field, 208 hours of participation with fifty-seven speakers, 
and an average of three-and-one-half hours in each interview (Journal, 1990). 
Assemhling and Analyzing Language and Social Data -- The Weeks and r\tlonths After 3 July 
What follows are exhihits and descriptions of methods and instruments I used to keep 1I 
record of language and social datll and the procedures I used to analyze the datll. Exhibit A, 
inserted as Appendix A (p. 160), is the list of questions titled "An Insider-Outsider Interview." 
Exhibit B, inserted as Appendix B (p. 170), is a chart titled" An Ins:ider-0utsider Interview: 
Language and Social Data on Fifty-seven Speakers." Exhibit C, inserted laS Appendix C (p. 
172), is a series of six summaries, each labelled "Datll Summary." Exhibit D, inserted liS 
Appendix D (p. 179), is a chart labelled "Network Index Sort." Exhibit E, inserted as figure 
15, is a schematic of a speech network lind its zones. Exhibit F, inserted 'liS figure 16, is a chart 
titled "Correlations Between Insider-outsider questions and Hymes' Components of 
SPEAKING." Exhibit G, inserted as figure 17, is a list titled "Insider-Outsider Protocols" used 
to encode questions lind decode responses related to Hymes' sociolinguistic system. These 
methods of assembling and analyzing the database of 57 language lind social variables. 
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A SCHEMATIC OF MILROY'S NETWORK 
(a) High-density Network _______________ _ 
(b) Low-density Ndwork ________________ _ 
x*~ 
~~.-------. 
o I 
I st order zone 
o 
2nd order zone 
(c) High-density Networl.: and Zones ____________ _ 
Fil!ure 15. A schematic of 1'.1 i1roy's network. A schematic of speech 
network illustrates three types of ndwork structure: (a) a high-density 
personal ndwork structure with X as the t()cal point of the network. (b) a 
low-density network structure with X as the focal point. and (c) a high-
density personal network structure, showing tirst and sewnd order zones 
with X as the focal point. Source: 1'.1 ilroy (1986, pp. 20, 48). 
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RELATIONS BETWEEN SPEAKING AND QUESTIONING 
Hymes' Components of Spl!ech 
Insider-Outsider List of Questions 
Setting and Scene (S) = Questions 3, 4, 1351 
Time, physical place, culturall scene 
Participa1lfs (P) = Questions 1, 2, 5-14 
Dyadic/triadic/monadic roles and relationships of speakers 
Ends (E) = Questions 40-81, 92-126 
Purpose, goal, or outcome -- stated or unstated 
Act seqllence (A) = Questions 1-135 
Message form -- "how things Hre said" 
Message content -- "what is sHid" 
Competence -- knowledge and interaction I 
Key (K) = Questions 92-1l26 
Tone or style of the message 
Instrtlllle1lfalities (I) = Questions 92-126 I 
Codes -- use of English, High German, or Low Ge:rman 
Channels -- oral, written, or other communicati!on 
Competence -- skill in choosing, switching, mixingl codes 
Norms (N) = Questions 82-91, 127-135 I 
Norms of interaction governing roles and relationships of men! women, children 
Norms of interpretation governing codes in homes, m<!t!linghollses, schoolhouses 
Genre (0) = Questions 127-135 
Insider-Outsider Interview -- spe:ech event 
"Story" -- speech act 
Myths, legends, poems, tales, prayers, lectures, sermons ~.- speech acts 
Figure 16. Relations between SPEAKING and qlL1<!stioning.1 Schema 
derived from Hymes' components of SPEAKING rdatl! to questions asked 
and data collected. Source: Hymes (1986, pp. 5:5-65). I 
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INSIDER-OUTSIDER PROTOCOLS 
(a) Link and "anchor" to a "friend-of-a-friend" (Milroy, 1986, pp. 41-42). 
(b) Exchange tokens of "good faith. " 
(c) Become enmeshed in the rights and obligations of the speech network. 
(d) Participate in the insider-outsider interview as a "speech event." 
(e) Guide interview unobtrusively with "a list of questions." 
(f) Ask questions in Ellglish about German. 
(g) Divert attention away from Ellglish (Labov, 1972, pp. 207-209). 
(h) Relate questions to components of SPEAKING (Hymes. 1986, pp. 55-65). 
(i) Record language and social data by means of handwritten notes. 
(j) Capture data within an hour of each interview. 
(j) Build database of language and social data. 
(k) Encode and decode responses assisted by: 
COMPAQ portable computer; 
MICROSOFT WORD, a word-processing system; 
SYSTAT, a quantitative research application; 
QUATRO, a qualitative research application. 
(I) Analyze language and social data. 
(m) Give attention to: 
Scales of community, field, network; 
Components of SPEAKING; 
Their bearing on schools and schooling. 
Figure 17. Insider-Outsider protocols. Protocols for entering the 
community, the field, and the network guide the inquiry at each stage of 
the ethnography. Source: Adapted from Hymes' (1986), Lahov (1972), 
and Milroy (1986). 
86 
Exhibit A: An Insider-Outsider Interview (Appendix A). "An Insider-Outsider 
Interview," approached as a speech event with breaks and intervals between act sequences, 
permitted me to collect data on the use of English, High German, and Low German in the home, 
in the congregation, and in schools, according to local norms. At the same time, the approach 
permitted me to observe speakers in other contexts and thus served as a means of "accounting 
for (and reducing) the effect of an ... observer on the data" (Milroy, 1986, p. 43). The list of 
questions is derived from Labov's (1966, 1972) studies of New York City's Lower East Side 
and Martha's Vineyard, from Fishman's (1971) study of the Barrio, from Milroy's (1986) study 
of Belfast, and from my pilot study of a Mennonite community in the United States (1989). 
Upon entering the Mennonite community in Manitoba, I relined the list of questions based on 
my talks with elders. After the "grand tour," I piloted the list of questions with several elders. 
Because I observed that my use of the word "survey" raised speakers' "red flags" -- perhaps, as 
one speaker suggested, because it connoted a mass mailing with low returns -- I promptly re-
labelled the survey "a list of questions." Afterward, I became the sole user of the instrument. 
myself recorded observations on the list of questions, either with a speaker at the close of an 
interview or in solitude within an hour of the event depending on whether my speaking 
relationship was informal or formal. The record became a database of language and social 
variables on 57 speakers. 
Exhibit B: Language and Social Data on Fifty-seven Speakers (Appendix B). The 
second exhibit is a chart titled" An Insider-Outsider Interview: Language and Social Data on 
Fifty-seven Speakers." The exhibit represents the database I created from the collection of 
twenty-seven language and ethnic variables on fifty-seven individual speakers. With a few 
exceptions, the base is a repository of "qualitative data" on language and ethnicity rather than 
"quantitative data." 
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Variables numbered Ql to QI0 and Q39 correlate with questions 1-10 and question 39 
on the "list of questions." These variables represent individual ethnic characteristics such as 
age; sex; generation in Canada; and Mennonit~/non-Mennonite status of ethnicity, education, 
marriage, and residential neighborhood. Similarly, variables Qll(-17) to Q32(-38) and Q40(-
46) to QI21(-126) correlate with that sequencer of questions on the question list. These variables 
reflect what speakers described as the historicljl choic(~ of language use in the home, 
congregation, and school, as well as the present-day choice of language use in the home, 
congregation, and school. Variables numberejl parenthetically on the exhibit are not represented 
in the database because they represent language and ethnic data collected from a speaker about 
his or her parents' and siblings' use of langua~e. The family data, while interesting, represent a 
speaker's "impressionistic" and "hazy" recolle.ction of historical events. 
Variable numbered Q82(-91), the network i~dex, is a quantitative measure of network 
strength. A speaker's network index is calcul\lted by assigning points to the five conditions of 
network membership that he or she fulfills (Blom & Cilumperz, 1986; Bortoni-Ricardo, 1985; 
Gal, 1979; Milroy, 1986). The conditions of a Mennonite speech network below are adapted 
from Milroy's work (1986, pp. 139-144): 
1. Locale of school andlor residence ties to a Mennonite speech field = 1 
point. 
2. Both kinship and nuclear family ties to the Anahaptist-Mennonite ethnic 
tradition = 1 point. 
3. Language education policy, practice, promotion ties to English-High 
German bilingual education andlor Lpw German studies = 1 point. 
4. Gender ties = 1 point. 
5. Voluntary association or leisure ties = I point. 
Scores range from zero for someone who fulliHs none of the conditions to five for someone who 
integrates closely into the community in the St,mse that kin, school, and friendship ties are solidly 
contracted within the network. Condition on~ is an ihdicator of lIC!twork dellsity and conditions 
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two, three, four, and five are indicators of 1IetIVork multiplexiry. Both density and multiplexity 
serve as mechanisms of enforcement and are discussed below in a section on analyzing language 
and social dalla. 
Variables Q127 to Q134 relate to the history of language policy in the Manitoba 
Legislature. Few speakers had ready knowledge of this history although some speakers whose 
families had lIived in the community since the 1920s shared feelings of loss and dislocation 
associated with the exodus to Mexico and Paraguay after the 1916 Act and the case of Manitoba 
Attorney Ge1leral v Hildebralld a1ld Doerkse1l (1919). Additionally, many speakers expressed 
feelings of optimism associated with the bilingual and multicultural policies in the 1960s, 1970s, 
and 1980s. Given these responses to question, I relied on secondary sources for an official 
history and on primary sources for an anecdotal history. Finally, variable Q 135 is an open-
ended series IOf responses recorded in a journal but not in the database. These responses 
prompted thel title Telli1lg Stories (Ollt of School). 
Exh:ibit C: Data Summary (Appendix Cl. The "Data Summary" derived from Exhibit 
B, "Languaglc and Social Variables on 57 Speakers" above, is II series of six reports on language 
use in the Mc~nnonite speech community. Three reports show language use in the home, in the 
congregation, and in the school and are organized under the headings "Mennonite Speech 
Community Ilnd Speech Fields" and "Mennonite Speech Community and Speech Repertoires" 
derived from variables Q3, Q7, and QlO, social variables of of location, ethnicity, and intra-
group ethniciity, and variables Q40 and Q92, Q68 and Q107, and Q54 and Ql14, variables of 
home langual!~e, congregation language, and school language. In most cases data were validated 
by direct observation of code-choosing, code-switching, lind code-mixing in the context of 
interviews as; speech events. 
Exhibit D: Network Index Sort (Appendix D). The "Network Index Sort," derived 
from Exhibit B, "Language and Social Variables on 57 Speakers", variable Q82 above, is a 
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report 011 density and multiplexi~y of network strength introduced above. To obtain the report, I 
sorted the database with a three-step procedure: one, a sort by network index score, variable 
Q82; two, a sort by Mennonite E:thnicity, variable QlO; and three, a sort by present-day 
languagE: choice in school, variable Ql,07. The procedure isolated twenty-nine speakers with a 
network index of five:1 sixteen were Knnadier and thirteen were Russlaender. Given the 
configuration history, lethnicity, language, and network structure, I expected to find evidence of 
continuity, conflict, and change in their attitudes about the role of language in education. 
Exhibit E: Ne:twork Structure (Fil?ure 15). So, the Kalladier Nellvork and the 
Russlaender Network and their attitudes about language became the object of descriptive analysis 
in Chap.rer IV. For after two decades of sociolinguistic research, ethnographers considered 
speech networks to bela strong indicator of enforcement mechanisms amI a useful instrument in 
sociolinguistic analysis. Fishmaln's (1f)67, 1971, 1980, 1986) model of open and closed 
networks made binarYldistinctions between fluid interaction in open networks or 
compartmentalized interaction in closed networks. But M ilroy's (1986) model of speech 
networks and Bales' (1950, 196:5a, 1965b, 1970, 1979) model of communication networks 
revealed! a more complex structure of ~nteraction. Milroy (1986) based network structure and 
strength on cluster, the content that ties speakers to sector (for example, language education 
policy and practice in public schooling); density, the ratio of possible relationships to the total 
actual n:lationships that link speakers 1I0gether; and lIIultiplc~{iry, the number of strands that link 
speakers (density and multiplexity together, for example: same neighborhood/household, same 
kinship group, same family, same schc,JOI/employer, same gender, and same voluntary leisure 
association) (Bales, 1979; Milmy, 1986). So Milroy (1986) conceived speech networks to be 
either "lIIlultiplex" and. "many stranded!" or "uniplex" and "single stranded." In the multiplex 
network, speakers linked with others in more than one linguistic capacity. In the uniplex 
network, speakers linked to oth(:rs in one linguistic capacity only. The schematic of a speech 
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network, figure 15, illustrates the structure of two types of networks and the zones of a network. 
The first network type, figure 15a, is a "high-density" speech network: one with speech 
repertoires bonding one friend to another hypothetically in terms of a Mennonite speech field, a 
territorial boundary; Mennonite ethnicity, a kinship tie; Mennonite family and kinship tie; 
English-High German bilingual education and Low German studies, a language education tie; a 
gender relationship; and a voluntary leisure relationship. These bonds between friends and 
others eventually became factors contributing to an index of ethnicity in speech networks. The 
second network type, figure 15b, is a "low-density" speech network: one with speech repertoires 
bonding one friend from another hypothetically in terms of a single relationship among the 
possibilities offield, kinship, language education, gender, and leisure (Milroy, 1986, p. 20, 
139-144). The third network type, figure 15c, is a schematic of a network and its zones 
(Milroy, 1986, pp. 46-48). 
Exhibit F: Relations Between of Ouestioninl! and SPEAKING (Figure 16). In keeping 
with Hymes' (1974, 1986) sociolinguistic system, I correlated questions and responses with 
Hymes' components of ~peech coded mnemonically as SPEAKING. Thus questions 1-135 and 
variables 1-135 offer heuristic input to description of setting-scene, participant, end or purpose, 
act sequence, key or style, instrumentality or code, /lorms of interaction and interpretation, and 
genre (Hymes, 1986, pp. 58-65). While an imperfect guide, these components are essential and 
often mark the presence or absence of rules or norms of speaking and thus have a bearing on 
schools and education. 
Exhibit F: Insider-Outsider Protocols (Fil!ure 17). To put it all together systematically, 
I devdoped a set of insider-outsider protocols. This schedule of procedures facilitated my 
entering the speech community and its urban and rural speech fields, linking with networks of 
speakers tied of language policy and practice in local schools, and ussembling datu on language 
and ethnicity for analysis later. 
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Re-attaching "Back Home" -- Months Later 
While the patterns of language use in speech networks did not crystallize until months 
later, long after I had completed the interviews and re-attached mysel f back home, I made 
discoveries at various stages of data analysis. For example, my experience of entering the 
speech community revealed two physical settings, urban and rural, and two cultural scenes or 
identities, Kanadier and Russlaender. My experience of becoming enmeshed in two networks 
revealed levels of network zones and gatekeepers, and eventually, two speech networks. I found 
that "friends" in the first order zone or speech community, linked me with "friends-of-friends" 
in second order zone or speech field. These friends-of-friends, in turn, linked me with "others" 
in the third order zone or speech network. There, in the third order zone, I discovered two 
Mennonite speech networks, Kalladier NetIVork and the RII.I'.I'/(/ellder NetlVork. There, I found 
evidence of continuity, of conflict, and of compartmentalization in the roles of Mother tollgue, 
God's tollgue, and the Queen's tOllgue in the home, in the congregation, and in the schools. 
These findings will be discussed in more detail in Chapter IV. 
RE-ENTERING THE MENNONITE SPEECH COMMUNITY: 
THE SUMMER OF 1990 
All told, from entry to re-entry, I spent twelve months on the ethnography of speaking 
in the Mennonite speech community. Entering "this world of many codes" during the summer 
of 1989, I asked the question Who uses IVhat lallguage with whom, when, where, alld why? Re-
entering during the summer of 1990, I reconsidered the question 1.1' it possible that the narrower 
issues of challge alld cominuity ill sit!estream etllllicity and language reflect the broader issues of 
shift alld cOllstallCY ill maillstream etlllloculture? Steering at all times between "these two poles 
of validation" (Hymes, 1980, p. 74), I observed repertoires of Ellg/i.l'h, High Germall, and/or 
Low German, patterns of traditional diglossia and modern diglossia, and networks policy-
makers, educators, and parents linked to language education policy and practice in the Manitoba 
schools. By the end of the sojourn, I authenticated findings by tying my "images" of actual 
speech acts to speakers' "memories" of key speech events through the process of "feedback" 
(Bales, 1979, pp. 341-351) or "triangulation" (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, pPJ 177-178). 
Afterward, I reflected upon the very existence and character of this "world ofl many codes ... 
lind its bcuring on schools and education" (Hymes, 1980, pp. 72-77). Givelll 'Ihis insider-
outsider framework that linked, cut IICroSS, lind built between the Hymes-type: work in the 
ethnogrllphy of spellking, the Milroy-type work in speech networks, lind the Bales-type work in 
multiple fields of interaction to examine the Ferguson-coined phenomenon of diglossia and the 
Fishman-extended relationship between societal diglossia and individual biliJO;gualism, I tum 
now to the brond picture of SPEAKING and its bearing on sl:hoo\s. 
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CHAPTER IV 
A PICTURE OF SPEAKING: 
DIGLOSSIA AND BILINGUALISM AND THEIR BEARING ON SCHOOLS 
Recognizing that the role of language in schooling draws on 
deep historical roots and goes through many transformations 
in modern life, an ethnographer said ... 
Ethnography is infjuiJy that begills WiTh 
recognition that one is at work ill situations 
that are . .. prestrucfllred by the hisTOry 
and ways of those among whom olle 
inquires. At the heart of it is a process . .. 
the interpretation oj codes . ... the world 
ojinquiry is ... a world ofll/allY codes, of 
many strucfllres. Not a sillgle narll/'l/I 
world, indeed, but a plurality of worlds .. 
. . 17lis view of ethnography as inquiry illTO 
worlds is a view of these worlds as 
inheremly adapting and challgillg. 
recreated and rei mer preted by illdividual,l' 
in their own lifes alld ill re/ar;oll to the 
experience of the group as a whole . ... 
the existence and character of these worlds, 
their bearing on schools alld education, Clln 
become known only through parTiciparion 
(pp. 74-77). 
Dd Hymes (1980) 
ORIGINS OF MENNONITE DIGLOSSIA: 
A DIACHRONIC VIEW OF SPEAKING 
A picture of SPEAKING starts from a diachronic view of Mennonite diglossia and 
moves to a synchronic or interactive view of Mennonite diglossia and individual bilingualism in 
a speech community, its speech fields, and its speech lIetworks. For diglossia (Ferguson, 1959), 
and societal diglossia and individual bilingualism (Fishman, 1967, 1980), described in Chapter 
II, marked the particular situation of the Mennonite speech community that emigrated from 
Russia to Canada. GiVen the factors that Ferguson said were critical to the origin and 
maintenance of diglossia, namely (a) a sizeable canon in a literary tradition related to a oral 
tradition, (b) a limited access to literacy, and (c) a suitable period of time after the establishment 
of (a) and (b), in the order of centuries, I concluded that the language situation in the Mennonille 
speech community in Manitoba before the 1890 English-only act, could be characterized as a 
case of stable diglossia. Additionally, given factors that Ferguson called trends toward (1) 
increased literacy in a standard language, (2) broader communication between groups in society, 
and (3) widespread desire for a "national" language as a symhol of sovereignty, I found that thl~ 
diglossic situation in the Mennonite speech community apparently grew unstable after English 
language rules were imposed in 1890 and Gerlt/all language rights were denied in 1920. To se.e 
this broad picture of SPEAKING, the ethnography looks nt!xt lit the history of Mennonite 
dualism and its relation to the literary tmdition lind lin oral tradition in Mennonite speech 
communities. All of this has a bearing on schools and schooling today. 
A Legacy of Mennonite Dualism 
Dualism has marked the Mennonite world-view for at least four centuries (Loewen, 
1986). For dualism -- characterized as two traditions of language (an oml tmdition and a 
literary tradition), two views of the world (a secular view and a sacrt!d view), and two fields of 
social interaction (a prosaic "here and now" and a utopic "hereafter") -- is a legacy Mennonites 
inherited in 1525, at crossroads in Zurich. There, in an enclave, humanists Erasmus, More, 
Luther, and Zwingli exchanged ideas of moral philosophy and social reform Lased on a Judaic .. 
Hellenic-Christian ideal of paradise. What they envisioned was a "utopia" (Kanter, 1972; 
Manuel & Manuel, 1979), a peaceful place where a classical code and a vernacular code 
separated a utopic world-view from a dystopic world-view. 
Neither Catholic nor Protestant nor Jew, these "Anabaptists," as they were called then, 
meaning "re-baptizers," sought to reshape sixteenth-century institutions, namely the established 
medieval church-state and the emerging modem nation-statt!, by advocating a novel idea of 
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separation of church and state. In belief, custom, and practice, Anabaptists objected 
conscientiously to the convention of brandishing swords, church-state militarism; to the 
ceremony of swearing oaths, church-state nationalism; and to the act of baptising infants, 
church-state ritualism. Alternatively, they embraced a communal way of life: a life in harmony 
with the laws of nature, the lessons of the Old and New Testaments, the catechism of good 
versus evil, and the norms of the Gemeillde, or "community." To enter and participate in the 
Gemeinde, adults voluntarily chose instruction in "a straight and narrow path" leading from 
"this world" to the "other world" then took a vow of adult haptism. That very act came to 
signify the existence of an Anabaptist dual world and its dual codes. 
Labelled "heretics ... traitors" for their utopic heliefs and, at times, enslaved, 
banished, persecuted, and executed for their customs and practices, Anabaptists scattered and 
went underground during the 1520s and 1530s, then re-grouped "a people apart" (Redekop, 
1987) in regions outside Swiss borders: the Amish, in A\cuse; the Hutterites, in Moravia; and 
the Mennonites, in Flanders and Frisia (Epp, 1974, 1982; Hostetler, 1974, 1980). Sufferers of 
repeated atrocities at the hands of church-state inquisitors between the 1550s and 1650s, victims 
of repeated harassments at the hands of nation-state conscriptors after the 1700s, Amish, 
Hutterites, and Mennonites fled their dystopic conditions and dispersed their movement to 
different places at different times (Dyck, 1981). Some groups re-settled in regions of Northern 
Europe and Britain, then migrated to North America during the seventeenth century; others re-
settled in regions of Eastern Europe, then migrated to North America during the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries. All three groups endured and apparently achieved a sense of Gemeillschafi, 
a sense of identity as a community of people, in Eastern Europe (Urry, 1989) and North 
America (Kanter, 1972). Today, in addition to the Mennonite community in Manitoba, 
communities of Anabaptists survive elsewhere in Canadu and the United States where they 
interpret their dual world in dual codes (Anderson, 1988; Anderson 1983; Dyck, 1981; Epp, 
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1974, 1982; Hostetler, 1974; 1980). The series of maps in figures 18 through 20 chart the 
spread of the Anabaptism from Zurich to Northern Europe, Eastern Europe, and Britain, in 
figure 18; the settlements of Anabaptist-Mennonites in Russia, in figure 19; and the movements 
and settlements of Mennonites in North America, in figure 20. 
A Literary Tradition and an Oral Tradition 
The literary tradition and the oral tradition of the first Mennonite communities in 
Manitoba, then, was derived from the first Mennonite communities in Flanders and Frisia, and 
from the language of their founding patriarch Menno Simons. Their literary tradition was based 
an particular ideology about separation of church and state, described above, and included 
Simons' religious tracts in a variety of Allglo-Frisiall before the 1550s, his religious treatises in 
a variety of Netherlalldic-Germallic after the 1550s, and the Anabaptist canon in Luther High 
Germall after the 1750s (R. Epp, 1987; J. Loewen, 1986). Representative works included the 
Schleitheim COllfessioll (1527), the TIle Complete Writillgs of MelillO Simolls (cI530), the 
Ausbulld (1564), the Dortreelll COllfessioll (1632), and the Martyrs Mirror (1660) (Dyck, 1981, 
pp. 31-37, 56-63, 132-151; Hosleiler, 1980,21-29,34-35,225-229; C. Redekop, 1989, pp. 3-
29, 47-60). Additionally, this literary tradition related linguistically to the oral tradition of 
PlaUldietsch spoken first in the Danzig, Marienburg, and Elbing regions of Prussia, later in the 
Molotschna and Chortitza regions of Russia, and in the last century on the East and West 
reserves of Manitoba. For both the literary tradition in DlIlcll and LlIllier High Gemwll and the 
oral tradition in regional varieties of Plautdietsch originated in the West Germallic branch of the 
Proto-Illdo-Europeall family of languages (Pyles & Algeo, 1982, pp. 70-71). 
So the Mennonites who emigrated from Russia to Canada during the 1870s and 1880s, 
described in Chapter I, shared a history and a way of speaking with Mennonite communities in 
Flanders and Frisia in the 1550s, described here. Given this legm:y of dualism and its relation 
to the literary and oraitraditions, I concluded that the language situation of Mennonites in 
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Figure 18. Anabaptist movement in Europe. A map of Europe shows tIle 
rise of Anabaptism in Zurich and its spread to Northern and Eastern I 
Europe during the sixteenth century. Source: Epp (1974. p. 31). 
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Figure 19. Mennonite settlement in Eastern Europe. A map of 
Mennonite colonies in Russia, in the 1800s, shows locations of the 
Chortitza and Molotschna colonies and their proximity to other colonies. 
Source: Epp (1974, p. 162). 
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Figure 20. Mennonite settlement in North America. A map of Mennonite 
migration to North America, between the 1650s and the 1870s, shows 
sites where Mennonites settled in Canada and the United States. Source: 
Redekop (1989, p. 18). 
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Manitoba fulfilled Ferguson's (1959) "linguistic relatedness" criterion that subsumed the 
descriptive "rubrics" of grammar, lexicon, and phonology, and his "function" criterion that 
subsumed the descriptive rubrics of function, prestige, acquisition, standardization, literary 
heritage, stability (Britto, 1986, 99. 9-26; Ferguson, 1959, pp. 328-336). 
Linguistic Relatedness. Clearly, the literary and oral traditions of the Mennonite 
speech community in Manitoba satisfied Ferguson's (1959) criterion of linguistic relatedness. 
Further, given R. Epp's (1987) and Goertzen's (1970) studies, and others' as well, both the H 
and the L, two varieties of Genllall, showed relationships in phonology, grammar, and lexicon 
(Rempel, 1984; Thiessen, 1977). First, while the range of sounds differed between Hand L, 
and across communities, the derivations of sound and the ways of combining sounds were based 
on the same phonology system. Second, while the inflections of nouns and verbs differed 
between H and L, and the syntax of clauses differed, the ways of combining structures were 
based on the same grammar system. And third, while H was a written tradition and L was a 
spoken language, some borrowing and mixing occurred in both varieties. In the case of L, for 
example, migration and settlement patterns brought speakers of P/allldietsch in contact with 
different spoken varieties in Frisia, Prussia, Russia, and Canada hetween the 1550s and the 
1890s. Gradually, words from Dutch, Polish, Russian, and English became part of the lexicon. 
In the case of H, for another example, migration and settlement patterns brought users of 
Hochdeutsche in contact with different written varieties of a stundard "national" language as an 
attribute of sovereignty. Canadian language policy and Manitoha educational policy, between 
1890 and 1969, superposed Ellglish as the standard national language on the Mennonite speech 
community. Policies in 1969, 1982, and 1988 have superposed "Multiculturalism Within a 
Bilingual Framework" as the standard. The relationship between Hand L has changed. 
Function. The literary and oral traditions of the Mennonite speech community 
satisfied Ferguson's (1959) criterion of "function." For two varieties of the same language, on 
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H and one L, existed "side by side throughout a community, with each having a definite role to 
play" (Ferguson, 1959, p. 335). This relationship between language form and social function 
subsumed the features of acquisition, standardization, prestige, literary heritage, and stability 
(Britto, 1986, pp. 8-26). Under the rubric of acquisition, L was learned naturally at home as a 
mother tongue and used to speak with children, parents, hired help, and the uneducated. 
Virtually all the speakers in this study reported that the L functioned as the language of hearth 
and home, simple economies, and bawdy conversations (Journal, 1989). The H, on the other 
hand, was learned later as a language of instruction in private schools and used to read, write, 
and recite the catechism (Journal, 1989). The H functioned as the language of the meetinghouse 
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and the schoolhouse (Journal, 1989). Under the rubrics of standardization and prestige, H had a 
strong tradition preserved in a variety of genre including sermons, doctrines, hymnals, journals, 
epics, as well as grammars, dictionaries, orthographies, and style books. This heritage linked 
the written tradition to an ideology of an earlier period and a distant place. The educated elite 
who used H regarded it as more beautiful, more poetic, more expressive of important thoughts 
than L. Until recently, no comparable process of standardization was undertaken with L 
(Klassen, 1989; Reimer, 1983). As a whole, the community as a whole regarded L as an 
inferior language, and in some situations as no language at all (Journal, 1989). Canadian 
language policy and Manitoba educational policy, between 1890 and 1969, superposed English 
as the second H on the Gentwn Hand L. Policies in 1969, 1982, and 1988 have superposed 
"Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" on ethnic language. As the next major 
section shows, the functions of Hand L have changed: function is user-oriented rather than use-
oriented. 
From a Diachronic View to a Synchronic View 
Trends toward English-only in Canada after 1890, posed a very real threat to this 
legacy of dualism and to its literary and oral traditions. Indeed, the speech act in a Mennonite 
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private school around 1890, and the words, in German, "What! English? My children shall 
not! .... That shows the new spirit .... That is the beginning of the end" (Epp, 1974), 
illustrated an historical problem and an enduring question of ethnic language in Anglo-American 
schooling. To see more of the broad picture of SPEAKING, the ethnography moves from this 
diachronic view of the past to a synchronic view of the present. 
INTERACTION OF SOCIETAL DIGLOSSIA AND INDIVIDUAL BILINGUALISM: 
A SYNCHRONIC VIEW OF SPEAKING 
A picture of SPEAKING moves to a synchronic view or interactive view of Mennonite 
diglossia and individual bilingualism. Given the relationships that Fishman (Fishman, 1967, 
1980) said are likely to occur between diglossia, defined as "an enduring societal arrangement 
extending at least beyond the third generation," and bilingualism, defined as an individual "asset 
or debit," I concluded that the strict cOlllpartlllellfalized language situation of the past had given 
way to afluid language situation today. Additionally, given these factors, I assumed that the 
processes of interaction and change were underway in the Mennonite speech community. 
Indeed, I found evidence of the interactive diglossic situation in the primary settings of the 
home, the congregation, and the school: namely, (1) diglossia with hilingualism, (2) diglossia 
without bilingualism, (3) bilingualism without diglossia, and (4) neither bilingualism nor 
diglossia. Dodson (1989) summed it all up: "Bilingualism without diglossia is a transitory 
situation leading inevitably to unstable bilingualism and, eventually to monolingualism" (p. 
387). The evidence for these conclusions is illustrated and explained in the sections on code-
choosing and code-switching next. 
Interaction of Mennonite Diglossia and Individual Bilinl!ualisl11 
To see this picture of SPEAKING, the ethnography continues here a description of 
relationships between Mennonite diglossia and individual bilingualism as told by fifty-seven 
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speakers during the summers of 1989 and 1990. Throughout the inquiry, ] gave particular 
attention to the pre-existing scales of speech community, speech field, and speech network 
described in Chapter II (Hymes, 1986) and applied to this study in Chapter 111. I selected these 
fifty-seven speakers because they had come in contact with "One Language, One Language, One 
School" policies enacted between 1890 and 1920, and in effect in local schools through 1970, 
and/or because they had come in contact with "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" 
policies enacted between 1970 and 1988, and in effect in IOCHI schools today. Once I selected 
the speakers to interview, I approached the insider-outsider interview as a "friend-of-a-friend" 
and treated the exchange of questions and the responses systemHtically as a sequence of speech 
acts and speech events related to the components of SPEAKING. The methods and instruments 
of the exchange are described and exhibited in Chapter 1/1. To see particular patterns of code-
choosing and code-mixing, I analyzed the data exhibited in Appendit:es A through F and looked 
for relationships between the social variables and language vHriHhles below. 
Social Variables. All fifty-seven speakers were directly or indirectly associated with 
the Manitoba system of public schools or the Mennonite system of private schools. The 
description of who they are and how they became linked in networks tied to educational policy 
and practice begins with summaries below of eight sociHI vHriHbles: (a) age of speaker, (b) sex of 
speaker and age, (c) local setting of speaker, (d) education of speaker, (e) occupation of speaker, 
(f) ethnicity of speaker, and (g) identity of speaker, and (h) network index of speaker. I selected 
these variables from the chart of language and social variables located in Appendix A 
(specifically, variabl~s labelled Q1, Q2, Q3, Q32 and Q39, Q25, Q7. QlO. and Q82, 
respectively). 
(a) Age of Speaker. Fifty-seven speakers ranged in Hge from 25 to 74 years; four were 
in their 20s; fourteen were in their 30s; twenty in their 40s; nine were in their 50s; eight were in 
their 60s; and two in their 70s. The median age was 45; the mean Hge was 46. 
(b) Sex of Speaker and Age. Twenty-two female speakers ranged in age from 25 to 74 
years; three were in their 20s; seven were in their 30s; eight were in their 40s; three were in 
their 60s; and one was in her 70s. The median age was 40;, the mean age was 42. Thirty-five 
males speakers range in age from 26 to 74 years; one was ill his 20s; seven were in their 30s; 
twelve were in their 40s; nine were in their 50s; five were in their 60s; and one was in his 70s. 
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(c) Setting of Speaker. Thirty-seven speakers lived and/or worked in the urban speech 
field defined as Kildonan on the North End of Winnipeg and selected settings in greater 
Winnipeg. Thirty of these speakers in the urban field met and participated in the insider-
outsider interviews in ethnic settings and scenes including the Centre for MB Studies in Canada, 
the Mennonite Heritage Centre, the Mennonite Studies Centre at the University of Winnipeg, 
and private residences. Twenty speakers lived and/or worked in the rural speech field defined as 
the East Mennonite Reserve located approximately 50 kilol1ndcrs southeast of Winnipeg, and the 
West Mennonite Reserve located approximately 100 kilometers southwest of Winnipeg. 
Eighteen of these speakers in the rural field met and particii)atcd in the insider-outsider 
interviews in ethnic settings and scenes including the Mennbnite Heritage Village and private 
residences. Public settings included the Manitoba! Department of Education, the River East 
School Division in the urban speech field, and the: Hanoverl School, Garden Valley, and 
Rhineland school divisions in the rural speech field. Locallsccnes shifted from schools and 
libraries, to offices and restaurants, to residences and parksl, depending on "ethno-acts and 
ethno-events" and other components of SPEAKING. 
(d) Education of Speaker. Forty-six of the speakers received their education either in 
private Mennonite schools or in public schools selrving the local Mennonite population. Seven 
speakers finished high school; two received an associate's clertilicate; thirty-three received a 
bachelor's degree; five received a master's degree; and ten held doctoral degrees. While the 
observation can be made that the level of education is high for a "representative" group of 
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speakers, the observation can also be made that the speakers are "educators· thus "educated." 
Further, the fact is that forty speakers reported that they were the first in their families to receive 
an education beyond the primary grades. They may indeed be representative of a modem 
Mennonite speech community. 
(e) Occupation of Speaker. Thirty-eight speakers were professional educators tied 
directly to language education policy, practice, and promotion; six speakers were students 
working toward advanced degrees in language and language education; of the six, two worked 
part-time as language instructors. The remaining thirteen speakers were parents active in the 
local school community; two were skilled workers; one was II clerical worker; seven were 
farmers or homemakers; three were technicians. 
(/) Er/lIlicity of Speaker. Forty-eight speakers were t!lhnic "Mennonites" who share 
rules for the conduct and interpretation of codes of the traditional pattern of Mennonite diglossia 
-- two varieties of German, one H and one L -- or rules for the conduct and interpretation of 
codes of the modem pattern of Mennonite diglossia -- a Canadian variety of English and two 
varieties of German, or two Hs and one L. Additionally, three Mennonites who returned from 
Mexico reported use of Spanish; one who returned from Brazil reported use of Portuguese; and 
six recent Russian-Mennonite immigrants reported use of Russial/. Nine speakers were "non-
Mennonites" who share rules for the conduct and interpretation of other codes. All nine spoke a 
Canadian variety of English; six spoke a German variety of High German; one spoke a northern 
variety of Italian; and one spoke a Canadian variety of Frel/ch. 
(g) Identity of Speaker. Twenty-six ethnic Mennonites identified with the first wave of 
Russian-Mennonite immigrants, the Kanadier who first settled on the East Reserve and West 
Reserve in the 1870s and 1880s; ten were second-generation Canadians, and sixteen third-
generation Canadians. Twenty-two ethnic Mennonites identitit:d with the second and third wave 
of Russian-Mennonite immigrants, represented here as the Russlaender, who generally settled on 
the North End after the 1920s; eleven were immigrants, seven were first-generation Canadians, 
and four were second-generation Canadians. Six non-Mennonites identified with mainstream 
German heritage; three were immigrants, and three were first-generation Canadians. Three 
claimed other heritages. 
(h) Network Illdex. Milroy (1986) noted linguistic enforcement mechanisms in the 
context of speech Iletworks. As discussed earlier in Chapter III, she concluded that conditions 
of network membership, namely, (1) neighborhood ties, (2) kinship ties, (3) place of 
work/school ties, (4) gender ties, and (5) voluntary leisure time ties, contributed to the 
maintenance of speech in networks. In keeping with Milroy's (I986), I assigned one point for 
each of the following conditions a speaker fulfilled: (1) membership tie to Mennonite 
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community by virtue of a residence and/or local school located in the urban and rural speech 
fields; (2) claim to both kinship and family ties to Anabaptist-Mennonite tradition of the speech 
community; (3) professional, elected, or voluntary tie to language education policy, practice, or 
promotion of English-German bilingual studies or Low German studies in public schools or 
private schools; (4) gender relationship to condition (3); and (5) voluntary and leisure 
relationship to conditions (3) and (4). The score, then was a measure of network density. Seven 
speakers scored one on the network index; four scored two; six scored three; eleven scored four; 
and twenty-nine scored five. Speakers with a score of five, or with ,I network density of 100 
percent, became the object of close analysis to observe code-choosing and code-mixing where 
enforcement mechanisms apparently were in tact. 
Language Variahles. The description of language begins with whut fifty-seven speakers 
said about their use of four variubles of languuge: Ellglish (E), High Germall (HG), and Low 
Gemwll (LG) in the primary settings of the home, the meetinghouse, und the schoolhouse, and 
Frellch (F) generally. The description further includes reports of lunguage use at two times in 
speakers' lives, the past and the present. Given the time of the study und the ages of the 
speakers, past is defined as what speakers said about the codes of their homes, their 
congregations, and their schools in the community of their childhood, a span of time between 
1920 and 1970, when E1lglish-only prevailed in the schoolhouse. Presellt is defined as what 
speakers said about the codes of their homes, their congregations, and their schools in the 
community of their livelihood, a moment in the summer of 1989, when "language choice" 
prevailed in the schoolhouse. I selected these language variables from the chart of language and 
social variables located in Appendix A (specifically, variables labelled Q40, Q68, Q54 as codes 
of the past, and Q92, 107, and Q114 as codes of the present). Additionally, I summarized the 
distributions of these language variables within the ethnic Mennonite speech community and 
speech fields. Data summaries are located in Appendix C. The description continues with a 
discussion of six profiles of code-choosing and code mixing as they occurred in the ethnic 
Mennonite speech community, urban and rural speech fields, and its speec" networks. 
Profiles of Code-Choosing and Code-Mixinl! n Past and Present 
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Profiles of code-choosing and code-mixing, past and prest!nt, depict the inherently 
interacting and changing character of Mennonite diglossia and individual bilingualism at the 
scales of speech community, speech field, and speech network. Starting from Ellglish (E), High 
Gennall (HG), LolV Germall (LG), and Frellch (F) as variahles of language, I made distinctions 
between ethnic Mennonite speakers and non-Mennonite speakers, hetween urban and rural 
settings, and between Kanadier and Russlaender repertoires as variahles of ethnicity. I displayed 
the distinctions between these ethnolinguistic variables in the primary settings and scenes of 
home, meetinghouse, and schoolhouse. Additionally, I presented these ethnolinguistic variables 
at two times, past and present. Altogether, then, six profiles, illustrated as figures 21 through 
26, depicts the interactive field of Mennonite diglossia and individual hilingualism depicts two 
profiles of the urban and rural speech fields, past and present, in figures 21 and 22; two profiles 
of Kanadier and Russlaender repertoires, past and present, figures 23 and 24; and two profiles 
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ITE (84.2%) 
(a) Speech community _________________ _ 
HG (8.3%) 
(c) Speech community -- mother tongue ___________ _ 
HG (27.1%) 
E-HG (68.8%) 
(I) Spccch l:Ommunity -- congregationlanguage ________ _ 
(i) Speech community -- schoollanguage ___________ _ 
PROFILE OF DIGLOSSIA AND BILINGUALISM --
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(b) Urban an(.J rural speech fields ______ _ 
LG (70.0%) 
(d) Urban sp\!ech field -- mother tongue ____ _ 
E-HG (56.7%) 
(g) Urban sl~rech field -- congregation language __ 
HG (30.0%) 
(j) Urban specch tield -- schoollanguage ___ _ 
Fil!lIr~ 21. Profile of diglossia and bilinguali~ 
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)SSIA AND BILINGUALISM -- PAST 
RAL (37.5%) 
URBAN (62.5%) 
pe~hfields ____________________________________________________________________ ~. ____________ __ 
HG (6.7%) 
LG (88.9%) 
~ -- mother tongue ______________________ _ (e) Rural speech tield -- mother tongue 
HG (36.7%) 
I -- congregation language. __________ _ (h) Runtl sp<:t!ch lidd -- congregation language. ______ ~ _______ _ 
-- schoollanguage. _______________ _ 
E (94.4%) 
(k) Rural speech tield -- schoollanguage_. ________ ~ _________ __ 
file of diglossia and bilingualism -- past. 
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URBAN (62.5%)' 
(a) Speech community _________________ _ (b) Urban and rural speech fields _________ _ 
LG-HG (12.5%) 
E-LG (4.2%) $1£W[ill 
E-HG (4.2%) 
E-LG (6.7%) 
LG (12.5%) 
E (64.6%) 
(c) Speech community -- home language ____ ...! ______ _ (d) Urban speech field -- home language ______ _ 
E-HG (35.4%) E-HG (36.7%) 
E (41.7%) 
(t) Speech community -- congregation language __ ...! ______ _ (g) Urban speech field -- congregation language -----
E-HG-LG (47.9%)-11111111111
1
'"1111 E-HG (22.9%) E-HG-LG (50.0%) 111111111111111111 
(i) Speech community -- schoollanguage ____ ...: ____ _ U> Urban speech field -- schoollanguage ______ _ 
Figure 22. Profile of diglossia and bilingualism -- pre: 
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IA AND BILINGUALISM -- PRESENT 
RURAL (37.5%) 
URBAN 
!ch !idds. _________________________________________ _ 
E-HG (5.6%) 
E (63.3%) E (66.7%) 
- home languagec ____________ _ (e) Rural speech field -- home language. ____________ _ 
E (33.3%) E-HG (30.0%) 
E (60.0%) 
HG (10.0%) 
.- congregation language __________ _ (h) Rural speech !ield -- congregation language _________ _ 
E-F (6.7%) 
E-HG-LG (44.4%)-Irrrrr::'://}){(::::::; 
E-F (27.8%) 
E-HG (30.0%) 
- schoollanguage ____________ _ (k) Rural speech !ield -- schoollanguage ____________ _ 
Ie of diglossia and bilingualism -- present. 

PROFILE OF REPERTOIRES -- PAST 
RUSSLANDER (45.8%) 
(a) Speech community _________________ _ (b) Russlaender and Kanadier speech repertoires. ___ _ 
LG (63.6%) 
HG (66.7%) 
(c) Non-Mennonite repertoire -- mother tongue _________ _ (d) Russlaender speech repertoire -- mother tongue __ _ 
E (33.3%) 
E-HG (45.5%) 
(t) Non-Mennonite repertoire -- congregation language ______ _ (g) Russlaenda speech repertoire -- congregation language_ 
HG (33.3%) 
HG (40.9%) 
E (66.7%) 
(i) Non-Mennonite repertoire -- s-::hoollanguage ________ _ (j) Russlaender speech repertoire -- schoollanguage __ 
Fil:!lIre 23_ Profile of repertoires -- past. 

III 
fOIRES -- PAST 
RUSSLANDER 
(54.2%) 
:anadier speech repertoires ______________________________________ _ 
HG (18.2%) 
:h repertoire -- mother tongue _________ _ (e) Kanadier speech repertoire -- mother tongue __________ _ 
HG (54.5%) 
:::h repl!rtoirl! -- congregation language ______ _ (h) Kanadier speech repertoire -- congregation language _______ _ 
HG (3.8%) 
E (59.1%) 
E (96.2%) 
~h repertoire -- school language _________ _ . (k) Kanadier speech repertoire -- school language. _________ _ 
:ofile of repertoires -- past. 

PROFILE OF REPERTOIRES -- PRESENT 
RUSSLAENDER (45.8%)-
(a) Speech community ________________ _ (b) Russlaender and Kanadier speech repertoires ___ _ 
LG-HG (27.3o/c~O)~III:l!!11:11.11!1!lll.III:ljl!I.I.li 
HG (33.3%) E (55.6%) E-LG (4.5%) 
E-HG (9.1%) 
(c) Non-Mennonite repertoire -- home language ________ _ (d) Russlaender speech repertoire -- home language __ _ 
E (44.4%) 
HG (44.4%) 
(f) Non-Mennonite repertoire -- congregation language ______ _ (g) Russlaender speech repertoire -- congregation language_ 
E-HG-LG (45.5%) 
(i) Non-Mennonite repertoire -- schoollanguage ________ _ (j) Russlaender speech repertoire -- school language ---
Fil!ure 24. Profile of repertoires -- present. 
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i'OIRES -- PRESENT 
RUSSLAENDER (45.8%) 
NADlER (54.2%) 
anadier speech repertoires _____________________ -------------------
E (45.5%) 
HG (3. 
G (9.1%) 
h repertoire -- home language _________ _ (e) Kanadier speech r~pertoire -- home language _________ _ 
E (31.8%) 
E-HG (42.3%) 
E (50.0%) 
:h repertoire -- congregation language ______ _ (h) K1Uladier speech ~epertoire -- congregation language --------
E-HG-LG (50.0%)11111111111111111111 ~ __ m~ 
E-F (19.2%) 
E-HG (40.9%) 
h repertoire -- schoollanguage ________ _ (k) Kanadier speech :repertoire -- school language ----------
olile of repertoires -- present. 

A PROFILE OF A KANADIER NETWORK 
/ 
I 
S = "Choice" 
P = 4 Speakers 
E=E 
S = "Choice" 
P = 4 Speakers 
E = E-FR 
Figure 25. A profile of ~ Kanadier Network. A portion of the Kanadier 
Network with 100 percent density shows repertoires amI language 
education "choice" or ends as reported by sixteen speakers. Source: 
Journal (1989). I 
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A PROFILE OF A RUSSLAENDER NETWORK 
Cell d 
S = "Choice" 
P = 5 Speakers 
E = E-HG 
Cell c 
S = "Choice" 
P = 2 Speakers 
E = E-FR 
Figure 26. A profile of a Russlaender Network. A portion of the 
Russlaender Network with 100 percent density shows repertoires and 
language education "choice" or ellds as reported by sixteen speakers. 
Source: Journal (1989). 
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speech networks linked to Gennan language, the Kanadier Network and the Russlaender 
Network, figures 25 and 26, respectively. 
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The Speech Community and Its Speech Fields -- Past and Present. Focusing on the 
scale of speech community and the variable of ethnicity, cell a in figures 21 and 22 differentiates 
between the forty-eight speakers who are ethnic Mennonites and the nine speakers who are non-
Mennonites. Cells b-k focus on the eighty-four percent who are ethnic Mennonite speakers, all 
of whom came in contact in English-only schooling before the 1970s and with bilingual 
schooling after the 1970s. Scanning across, cell b in figures 21 and 22 differentiates between 
thirty ethnic Mennonites in the urban speech field and eighteen ethnic Mennonites in the rural 
speech field. Still scanning across, cells c-d-e show mother tongue claims (figure 21) and home 
language use (figure 22) across the range of the community, the urban field, and the rural field. 
CellsJ-g-h show the codes of the meetinghouse, and cells i-j-k show the codes of the 
schoolhouse. Scanning down, cells a-c{-i represent the pattern of code-choosing and code-
mixing in the home, the meetinghouse, and the schoolhouse of the speech community; cells b-d-
g-j represent the pattern of the urban speech field, and cells b-e-h-k represent the pattern of the 
rural speech field. 
(a) Speakers in/he Urban and Rllral Speech Fields. Sixty-two percent of the ethnic 
Mennonites lived in the urban speech field and/or worked in urban settings tied to German 
language education. Speakers in private schools and employed as archivists, professors, 
teachers, preachers, or writers clustered themselves in relationships tied to Mennonite LG and 
HG studies located at the Centre for MB Studies in Canada, the Mennonite Heritage Center, and 
the Mennonite Studies Centre at the University of Winnipeg. Speakers in public schools and 
employed as administrators and teachers, or elected to local board positions clustered themselves 
in relationships tied to English-Ge17lwn studies at the Manitoba Department of Education and the 
River East School Division, or in voluntary capacities through the Manitoba Parents for German 
Education (MPGE), a public interest organization of parents, educators, and business leaders. 
Thirty-eight percent of the ethnic Mennonites lived in the rural speech field and/or worked in 
rural settings tied to German language education. Speakers in private schools associated 
themselves Mennonite LG and HG studies in voluntary capacities at the historical and literary 
societies. Speakers in public schools and employed as administrators and teachers, or elected to 
local board positions clustered themselves in relationships tied to English-German bilingual 
studies at the Manitoba Department of Education and the Hanover School Division, or in 
voluntary capacities through MPGE. 
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(b) [meraction and Change. Viewed apart, these profiles past and present depict a 
story of language dominance and language "death." The interacting and changing character of 
Mennonite diglossia and individual bilingualism, then, occurs as two patterns of code-choosing 
and code-switching in a Mennonite speech community and its speech fields. Traditional 
Mennonite diglossia is the pattern of the past. In its essence, traditional Mennonite diglossia 
was a stable societal arrangement in which two codes -- Plalltdietsch, a L code, and 
Hoc//{/elltsche, a H code -- existed side-by-side for centuries, well beyond the third generation of 
speakers. Modem Mennonite diglossia is the pattern in speech fields today. In its essence, 
modem Mennonite diglossia is an interactive societal arrangement in which speakers choose and 
mix three codes -- Piau/dietsch, a L code, and Hochdelltsche and English, two H codes. The 
choices they make evidently are user-oriented rather than use-oriented. Viewed together, the 
profiles past and present show Mennonite diglossia to be an unstable situation with patterns of 
code-choosing, code-mixing, and code-shifting. In sum, the diglossic situation can be 
characterized as "transitory" bilingualism without diglossia, a pattern that inevitably leads to 
unstable bilingualism and eventual monolingual ism (Ferguson, 1959; Fishman 1967). Clearly, 
English language dominance did something to the life of language in the Mennonite speech 
community. 
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Kanadier and Russlaender Repertoires -- Past and Present. Focusing again on the scale 
of speech community and the variable of ethnicity, cell a in figures 23 and 24, differentiates 
between the forty-eight speakers who are ethnic Mennonites and the nine speakers who are non-
Mennonites. Scanning across, cell b in figures 23 and 24 differentiates between twenty-two 
Russlaender and twenty-six Kanadier, two sub-groups of ethnic Mennonites whose speech 
repertoires differ. Still scanning across, cells d-e show mother tongue claims (figure 23) and 
home language use (figure 24) among Russlaender and Kanadier. Cells g-h show the codes of 
the meetinghouse, and cellsj-k show the codes of the schoolhouse. Scanning down, cells b-d-g-j 
represent repertoire of the Russlaender in the home, the meetinghouse, and the schoolhouse. 
Cells b-e-h-k represent the repertoire of the Kanadier in the home, the meetinghouse, and the 
schoolhouse. Finally, in contrast to the repertoires of Russlaender and Kanadier, cells a-c-J-i 
represent the repertoire of a small group non-Mennonite speakers who identify with a German 
national heritage and who promote Ellglish-High Genllall bilingual education in Manitoba 
schools. 
(aJ Speakers With Kanadier and Russlaellder Idellfities. Kanadier were defined earlier 
as ethnic Mennonites who identified with the first wave of Russian-Mennonite immigrants and 
who generally settled in the rural speech field, in the towns and villages on the Mennonite 
reserves between the 1870s and 1880s. Russlaender were defined as ethnic Mennonites who 
identified with the second and third waves of Russian-Mennonite immigrants and who generally 
settled in the urban field between 1920-1930, and between 1940 lind 1960. Because of their 
respective histories, Kanadier and Russlllender attitudes about the use of E-HG-LG differ. In 
the case of the Russlaender, speakers' use of HG and LG was influenced by competition between 
GemwlI and Russiall as standard nlltional langullges in Eastern Europe. Among those 
Russlaender who lived in the Molotschna Colony during the twentieth century, speakers 
developed a pattern of mixing High Germall and LolV Germall Hnd switching from High GemwlI 
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to Russiall. In the case of Kanadier, speakers' use of HG and LG was influenced by Ellglish as a 
standard national language in Canada. Among the Kanadier who lived in the towns of 
Steinbach, Winkler, and Altona for three generations, speakers developed a pattern of mixing 
Low Germall and Ellglish and shifting from High Germa1l to Ellglish. Movement in recent 
decades, though, from rural villages, to rural towns, to urban villages has distributed these 
Kanadier and Russlaender and their repertoires beyond rural and urban distinctions. 
Nevertheless, these geographically remote yet related trends toward standardization of national 
languages in Russia and Canada eventuated in distinct patterns of code-choosing and code-
mixing among Russlaender and Kanadier respectively. As Fishman (1967) said about 
interaction between diglossia and bilingualism, instead of "two carefully separated languages 
each under the eye of caretaker groups of teacher, preachers, and writers" (p. 36) a new pattern 
of language mixing and switching became the mother tongue of the new generation. 
(b) l111eractio1l alld Challge. Viewed apart, profiles of Kanadier and Russlaender, past 
and present, depict another story of language dominance and language "death" with a variation 
on the theme of "dominance." Within the story of Ellglish dominance is another story of High 
Genllall dominance. The interactive field of Mennonite diglossia and individual bilingualism, 
shows that the pattern of traditional Mennonite diglossia, HG-LG, links Kanadier and 
Russlaender in certain ethnically encumbered language situations, particularly those language 
situations evoking the use of LG. The pattern of modem Mennonite diglossia, E-HG-LG, 
though, tends to separate Kanadier and Russlaender in ethnically unencumbered situations, 
particularly those language situations and education situations prompting the use of HG. So 
preference for HG in the Russlaender repertoire sepamtes some Russlaender from some Kanadier 
in some situations, and links some Russlaender to "German Germans," as they say, in other 
situations. Viewed together, the profiles of Kanadier and Russlaender repertoires, past and 
present, show another pattern of code-choosing, code-mixing, and code-shifting. In sum, 
Mennonite diglossia relllilins a Isituation that can be characterized as "transitory" bilingualism 
without diglossia, a pattetrn that inevitably leads to unstable bilingualism and eventual 
monolingualism. Clearl~, High German preference among Russlaender also did something to 
the life of language in th~ Mennonite community and school. 
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Profiles of a Karadier, Network and a Russlaender Network. Focusing the description 
now on the scale of spee<;h network, two profiles illustrated in figures 25 and 26, differentiate 
between the Kanadier Ne,tworkl and the Russlaender Network. To review the significant network 
concepts introduced in Clwptei: II and elaborated on in Chapter III, Hymes (1986) defined the 
speech network, the specific liHkages of speakers whose individual repertoires and patterns of 
speaking allow them to qlove communicatively across the speech field. This concept applies to 
both the Kanadier NetwQrk of twenty-six speakers and the Russlaender Network of twenty-two 
speakers. Next, Fishman (1980) defined a network as either a "closed network" in which 
traditional, "ethnically ellcumnered" situations evoking the USI! of "high" or "low" were strictly 
compartmentalized or as an "open network" in which modem "ethnically unencumbered" 
situation prompting the \jse of I"high" and "low" were blurred or fluid. This binary distinction 
also applies to both the I<;:anadi,er and Russlaender networks. Finally, Milroy (1986) conceived 
of network as a mechani~m of enforcement in small groups linked together by the content and 
purpose. As explained ill Chapter III, she used the terms "density" and "multiplexity" of 
network structure to desc;.ribe issues of maintenance. As noted earlier, she identified five 
conditions as indicators 9f density and multiplexity: (1) neighhorhood ties to the urban or ruml 
speech fields of the conununity, (2) kinship alld family ties to thl! Anabaptist-Mennonite 
tmdition of the speech cClmmunity, (3) professional, election, or voluntary ties to language 
education policy, pmctic~, or choice in Manitoba public schools or Mennonite private schools, 
(4) gender ties to conditipn (3) above, and (5) voluntary social or leisure ties to conditions (3) 
and (4) above. Given th~se significant concepts of network and their application to Kanadier 
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and Russlaender speech networks, it is now possible tl) describe (a) a portion of the Kanadier 
Network with a network density of 100 percent, (b) a portion of the Russlaender Network with a 
network density of 100 percent, and (c) the interaction of components of SPEAKING. Data used 
to described these networks is derived from the chart of language and social variables titled 
"Network Index Sort" located in Appendix F. 
(a) The Kalladier Network. The Kanadier Network, illustrated in figure 25, is defined 
as sixteen speakers (1) whose repertoire of E-HG-LG allows them to move communicatively 
across the Mennonite speech fields, (2) whose mother tongue is a mixed pattern of E-LG and 
whose pattern is to use LG in "ethnically encumbered" language and educational situations and 
to use E in "ethnically unencumbered" language and educational situations, and (3) whose 
network index score of five indicates that the network is multiplex or many stranded. According 
to Milroy, "speakers ... in a multiplex [network] relation ... are more susceptible to the 
obligation to adopt group norms" (Milroy, 1986, p. 60). Given this introduction to the 
Kanadier Network, cell a represents my role as an insider-outsider and my relationship as a 
friend-of-a-friend. Cell b represents eight participams (P) who speak E-HG-LG and who use E-
HG-LG to promote LG in the Mennonite Studies program at the university. Cell c represents 
four participants whose use ofE-HG-LG and promote E-FR or "ofticial bilingualism" in French 
immersion programs in local schools. Cell d represents four participants whose use of E-LG 
and promote E and basic language emichment programs in local schools. The trend in Canada 
toward standardization of E before 1970 and toward E-FR after 1970 is evident in the new 
generation of Kanadier, for these speakers make language education choices based on their 
mixed E-LG mother tongue and the:,' acceptance of E-FR as a national standard. 
(b) The Russlaellder Network. The Russlaender Network, illustrated in figure 26, is 
defined as eleven speakers (1) whose repertoire of E-HG-LG allows them to move 
communicatively across the Mennonite speech fields, (2) whose mother tongue is a mixed 
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pattern of E-HG-LG and whose pattern of code-choosing and code-mixing is related contextually 
to language situations characterized as "ethnically encumbered" and "ethnically unencumbered," 
and (3) whose network index score of five indicates that the speakers' network tie is multiplex or 
many stranded. Here too, speakers in a multiplex network more susceptible to group norms. 
Again, given the terms above, cell a represents my role as an insider-outsider and my 
relationship as a friend-of-a-friend; cell b represents four participants who speak E-HG-LG and 
use E-HG-LG and promote LG in the Mennonite Low German studies at the university. Cell c 
represents two participants who speak E-HG-LG and promote E-FR or official bilingualism in 
local schools. Cell d represents five participants who speak E-HG-LG and promote E-HG or 
"non-official" bilingualism in local schools. The trend in Canada toward standardization of E-
FR or official bilingualism after 1970 and more recently toward E-HG or "non-official" 
bilingualism after 1980 is evident in the new generation of Russlaender. for these speakers make 
language education choices based on their mixed E-HG mother tongue and their acceptance of E-
FR as a national standard. 
(c) Illteractioll and SPEAKING Plamdietsch. Event One: Telling Stories of 
Plautdietsch, is a series of speech acts that took place at four Mennonite heritage centers. To 
review, SPEAKING, used to outline Event One and to explain Event One, is a mneumonic code 
described in detail in Chapter II, used as a data collection method in Chapter III, and applied to 
data analysis here. The code represents the following components of speech: S = setting/scene 
where language "choice" is part of the local school policy and practice, P = participants, E = 
ends or goals, A = act sequence, K = keys or tone, I = instrumentalities or linguistic codes, N 
= norms of interaction, and G = genre (Hymes, 1986). 
GENRE = Event One: Telling Stories of Plnllfdief,\'ch 
CompOllellts: 
S = Mennonite LG studies located at Mennonite private institutions 
Centre for MB Studies in Canada 
Mennonite Heritage Centrl! 
University of Winnipeg, Mennonite Studies 
Mennonite Heritage Village 
P = Kanadier and Russlaender (Cell a, figures 25 and 26) 
E = Promote Plautdietsch 
A = Sequence of acts 
Calling and scheduling 
Greeting 
Interviewing 
Touring 
reserves 
Questioning 
Responding 
Breaks and intervals 
Touring school, archives, library, bookstore 
Opening of Russian-Mennonite village exhibit 
Touring Mennonite villages on East and West 
K = "Straight forward" 
I = English 
N = Continuity, conflict, compartmentalization 
G = Telling stories of Plallfdietsch (Journal, 1989) 
Settings alld scenes included the Centre for MB Studies in Canada; the Mennonite 
Heritage Centre; the University of Winnipeg, Mennonite Studies Centre; and the Mennonite 
Heritage Village Museum. The participallls in this speech event include the eight Kanadier and 
four Russlaender represented by ceil a in figures 25 and 26. According to speakers, the aims or 
ellds of these heritage institutions are (1) to "support teaching and research in areas of ethnic 
history, culture, and language in higher education" (Journal, 1989, p. 2), (2) to "preserve 
heritage language and culture in the life of the community" (Journal, 1989, p. 4), and (3) "to 
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give a further impetus to Low German writing" (Journal, 1989, p. 46). My exchanges with 
these participants occurred as a sequence of acts that included tours of each institution, 
introductions to participants and their colleagues, and interviews followed invitations to talk 
with local writers and speakers in other zones of the network. Generally the key or tone of this 
event and sequence of acts was straight forward and positive. Males tended to be aloof and 
serious in dyadic relationships with females and friendly and humorous in triadic relationships 
involving other males. Females tended to be positive, intrrested, and friendly. Using the 
illstrtllllelllaliry of spoken E, participants referred me to works in LG. Shelves of recent LG 
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writings characterized as "small masterpieces" of "pathos and humor" reflecting "Mennonite 
values and language" (Loewen & Reimer, 1985) indicated that these participants valued certain 
speakers and writers of the past. Specifically, they recognized educator Jacob Janzen (1878-
1950), poet Fritz Senn (1894-1983), and storyteller Arnold Dyck (1889-1979) for breathing life 
into Plautdietsch, the traditional mother tollgue. And they valued certain speakers and writers 
in the community today (Doerksen, Epp, & Loewen, 1986, 1987; Doerksen & Loewen, 1985; 
Klassen, 1989; V. Friesen, 1988; H. Loewen, 1980; K. Loewen & Reimer, 1982; J. Loewen, 
1989; Reimer, Reimer, & Thiessen, 1983; Rempel, 1984). 
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Issues of continuity, conflict, and compartmentalization came up as speakers 
differentiated between Molotschna and Chortitza varieties of LG and the Ilorms governing their 
use. In the case of the varieties themselves, since the early 1970s, a movement has been 
underway in the community and at the university to codify the Mennonite oral tradition in LG. 
Recent endorsements of the Molotschna variety and its codification have revived an intra-ethnic 
rivalry between Russlaender who prefer to use the Molutschna variety to tell stories and 
Kanadier who prefer to use the Chortitza variety to tell stories (Journal, 1989, pp. 2, 39, 46). 
In sum, Event One, TeIling Stories of Plallfdielscll together with the profiles of code-
choosing and code-mixing, illustrated in figures 21 through 24, shows that LG, while still the 
code of hearth and home, is a "dying language." The movement to codify the vernacular further 
suggests that Plallfdietsch is not only a part, an index of Mennonite ethnicity, and 1I symbol of a 
Mennonite ethnicity. For truditional Plallfdielsch speakers use the langullge to recreate the five-
hundred-year-old legllcy. Plallfdietsch symbolizes a traditional wlly of life on the Ellst Reserve 
and West Reserve between 1890 and 1990; 1I traditional wlly of life in Chortitza and Molotschna 
regions of Russia during the nineteenth century; a traditional way of life in the Danzig, 
Marienburg, and Elbing regions of Prussia in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 
Indeed Plautdietsch dates back to the mid-1500s and symbolizes the Russian-Prussian-Frisian 
tradition of Anabaptism. 
(d) Illleractio1l a1ld SPEAKING Hochdeutsche. Event Two: Telling Stories of 
Hochdeutsche, is a series of speech acts that took place in Manitoba public schools. Again, the 
mneumonic code SPEAKING is used to outline Event Two and to explain Event Two. 
GENRE = Event Two: Telling Stories of Hochdeutsche 
COll/p01lems: 
S = E-HG bilingual studies located at Manitoba public institutions 
Manitoba Department of Education and Training 
River East School Division, Grades K-IO 
Donwood Elementary School 
Princess Margaret Elementary School 
ChiefPeguis Junior High School 
River East Collegiate 
Hanover School Division, Grades K-3 
South Oaks Elementary 
P = Kanadier and Russlaender (Cells c & d, figures 25 and 26) 
E = Promote English-German bilingualism 
A = Sequence of acts 
Calling and scheduling 
Greeting 
Interviewing 
Touring 
Questioning 
Responding 
Breaks and intervals 
Briefing on Canada language planning 
Briefing on Manitoba educational policy 
Touring schools, neighborhoods, offices 
Attending school board meeting 
K = "Straight forward" 
I = English 
N = Continuity, conflict, compartmentalization 
G = Telling stories of Hoc/u/elIIsche (Journal, 1989) 
Setti1lgs lind scenes included the Manitoba Department of Education; the River East 
School Division and two schools, Donwood Elementary School and Princess Margaret 
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Elementary School; and Hanover School Division. The pllrticipallls in this speech event include 
eight Kunadier and seven Russlaender represented by cells c and d in figures 25 and 26. 
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According to speakers, the aims or ends of these public institutions are (1) to promote language 
education "choice" by providing an "effective learning environment ... effective teaching 
pmctices .•. [through] curriculum and progmms [in] "promote bilingual progmms in Francais 
and immersion. .. multiculturalism ... Native education ... and [heritage] languages" 
(Journal, 1989, pp. 3, 4, 5, 9, 21); (2) to "promote German as a language of study and a 
language of instruction ... through bilingual progmms" in which half the school day is devoted 
to subjects in E -- English language arts, mathematics, and science -- and half the school day is 
devoted to subjects in G -- German language arts, social studies, music, art, and physical 
education (Journal, 1989, p. 5; Manitoba Department of Education, 1983a; MPGE, 1988); and 
(3) to "benefit ... cognitive development ... improve ... academic performance in other 
subject areas ... [and] promote a favorable outlook on ... one's ethnocultuml background and 
cultural differences of others" (Journal, 1989, pp. 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 13, 14, 21). My exchanges 
with these participants occurred as a sequence of acts that includ~d briefings on Canadian 
language planning and policy and Manitoba educational policy (Journal, 1989, pp. 4, 5, 9), 
tours of local schools (Journal, 1989, pp. 3, 36, 38, 42, 43), ami meetings with local school 
board members (Journal, 1989, pp. 30, 34,41,44,53,54) and parent advocates (Journal, 1989, 
pp. 13, 14, 28, 29, 32, 37). Without exception, the key or tone of this event Rnd sequence of 
acts was collegial and in the spirit of exchange between educators from two countries. Using the 
instrumentality of spoken E, participants referred me to the history of the Manitoba school 
question, to laws and statutes at fedeml and provincial levels, as well as pending legislation, and 
to Department of Education initiatives in local school divisions. They gave me access to reports 
on funding, policy, curriculum and training, and enrollment figures (Manitoba Department of 
Education, 1983a, 1983b, 1988, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c) and reviews of Canadian literature on 
heritage language research (Journal, 1989, p. 5). 
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Issues of continuity, conflict, and compartmentalization came up as speakers 
differentiated between varieties ofHG used by Mennonites and non-Mennonites and the norms 
governing their-use. For example, Russlaender tended to express the value of HG and 
associated it with the traditional Mennonite press including such publications as Die Steinbach 
Post (1913), Der Bote (1924), and Die Mennonitishe Rundschall (1880) (Journal, 1989, pp. 1, 
2, 8, 17, 18,44,45,46,54). Their comments suggested to me that they valued this language 
both as a spoken and a written language suggesting that the traditional role of the literary 
tradition had changed. Russlaender also tended to see education in German national culture as a 
source of conflict stemming back to centuries-old resistance to nationalism. Kanadier tended to 
associate HG with the pain and prejudice experienced by individual Mennonites and by the 
Mennonite community as a whole when German was "declared" the language of "the enemy" in 
the 1920s and the 1940s (Journal, 1989, pp. 8,9, 10,30,31,38,42,43). Talk ofHG 
reminded them of a community divided over compulsory education, English-only schools, and 
corporal punishment as a mechanism of enforcement. These Kanadier generally expressed a 
preference for E or E-FR in matters of language education choice. Some, particularly females, 
spoke of their use of English with an air of new-found identity and authority (Journal, 1989, pp. 
20, 24, 27, 57). Between these extreme views of HG and of E, there appears to be a preference 
on the part of Kanadier for E or E-FR and on the part of Russlaender for E or E-HG in matters 
of "choice." Consistently across the community, the field, Rnd the network speakers pointed 
with pride to pilot programs in schools on the North End and on the East Reserve as evidence of 
a forward-thinking language policy promoting multiculturalism and bilingualism in Canada and 
language education choice in Manitoba (Journal, 1989, pp. 1,2,4,6,8, 10,44). Only 
Kanadier expressed reservations about E-HG bilingual programs. They stated concern about (a) 
funding after pilot programs were fully implemented, (b) transportation in the consolidated rural 
division, and (c) the retraining of current teaching staffs. One Russlaender, an appointee to the 
Royal Canadian Commission of Biculturalism and Bilingualism, spoke of his role in 
representing a "non-Founding" minority before the Commission and Parliament. He referred to 
the Commission as the "B & B" as he raised interesting questions. He asked: Is 
"Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" another attempt to "nationalize" immigrants 
and Native peoples? Will the "Canadian Cultural Mosaic" further "ghettoize" minorities? 
Others raised similar questions (Journal, 1989). As if to answer the question, he and others 
pointed with pride to the Mennonite Studies Center at the university, the Mennonite Heritage 
Centre, the Mennonite Heritage Village Museum, and the centennial celebration of Mennonites 
in Manitoba as evidence of a significant trend toward cultural pluralism in Canada (Journal, 
1989, p. 44). 
In sum, among the Kanadier, policy-makers, educators, and parents tend to promote E 
and E-FR in matters of school langauge choice while the Russlaender tend to promote E-HG Of 
E-FR in matters of school language choice. In ethnically encumbered language situations, 
though, both groups identify with LG. 
Both a Diachronic View and a Synchronic View of Mennonite Diglossia 
Preliminary answers to the question who uses which language with whom, when, 
where, and why have been based on two views of SPEAKING, a diachronic view derived from 
Ferguson's (1959) diglossia and a synchronic view derived from Fishman's (1967, 1980) 
societal diglossia and individllal bilingualism and from Hymes' (1974,1980, 1986) ethnography 
of speaking. First, Ferguson's model provided a framework with which to examine the legacy 
of Mennonite dualism and to illustrate three conditions that contributed to the diglossic situation 
in the Mennonite speech community. The history showed that (1) within the Mennonite speech 
community, there exists a literary tradition in HG, an oral tradition in the linguistically related 
LG, and a system of beliefs symbolized in both traditions, that (2) literacy has been limited to 
German-only, and that (3) the two former conditions have persisted at least fOUf centuries. The 
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situation fulfilled the conditions which characterize Ferguson's diglossia and explained why 
traditional Mennonites used HG in the meetinghouse and schoolhouse and LG in the home and 
village. Further, the discussion of the literary tradition and the oral tradition, specifically the 
linguistically relatedness factor and the function factor, illustrated how issues of acquisition, 
standardization, prestige, literary heritage, phonology, grammar, and lexicon all contributed to 
the stability of the situation. Continuing with Ferguson's model, the legacy of Mennonite 
diglossia also illustrated that trends toward (a) increased literacy in English as a standard 
language in Canada, (b) interaction between groups in school and community, and (c) 
widespread desire for "national" English schools and English as a symbol of British-Canadian 
sovereignty contributed in the last one-hundred years to an unstable diglossic situation leading to 
transitory bilingualism and eventual monolingualism. This model depicts conditions that existed 
when the Mennonites emigrated from Russia to Canada during the 1870s and 1880s. It accounts 
for trends toward English-only dominance in school and community that prevailed until 
recently. This model explains (I) the shift from the traditional Mennonite repertoire of HG-LG 
to the modem Mennonite repertoire of E-HG-LG, (2) the shift from LG as a mother tongue to 
E-LG as a mixed mother tongue, and (3) the shift from HG, a god's tongue, to E-HG, a mixed 
god's tongue. 
Next, Fishman's model provided a framework with which to describe the dynamic 
nature of an interactive and changing ethnolinguistic situation. Interaction between traditional 
Mennonite diglossia and English-German bilingualism when examined closely revealed four 
relationships between societal diglossia and individual bilingualism. Analysis of the data 
revealed four patterns: (I) diglossia with bilingualism, (2) diglossia without bilingualism, (3) 
bilingualism without diglossia, and (4) neither bilingualism nor diglossia, all present in the 
community today. Profiles of code-choosing and code-mixing displayed at the level of the 
speech community, the speech field, and the speech network tell II story of language dominance 
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and language "death." Specifically, the profiles of the Mennonite speech community and its 
urban and rural speech fields show that E replaced HG in the schoolhouse after the 1920s, that E 
replaced HG in the meetinghouse after the 1950s. Gradually, between the 1920s and the 1970s, 
E mixed with LG in the home. The profiles of the Kanadier and Russlaender repertoires show 
that within Mennonite speech community itself, the language history of Kanadier differs from 
the language history of Russlaender. The Kanadier were first-wave of immigrants. Today, after 
three generations in Canada, speakers choose E in the home, the schoolhouse, and the 
meetinghouse with greater frequency. The Russlaender, on the other hand, were the second-
and third-wave immigrants. Today, after one or two generations in Canada, Russlaender 
maintain use of HG in the meetinghouse with greater frequency than the Kanadier. Among both 
sub-groups, the use of LG is declining. While the profiles show some evidence of (1) both 
diglossia and bilingualism, (2) diglossia without bilingualism, (3) bilingualism without 
diglossia, and (4) neither diglossia nor bilingualism among Kanadier and Russlaender, the 
pattern of bilingualism and diglossia is more prevalent among Russlaender and the pattern of 
bilingualism without diglossia with a tendency toward monolingual ism is more prevalent among 
Kanadier. 
Finally, Hymes' model provides a framework with which to summarize the situation in 
terms of components of speech acts. Relations between components of speaking offer a basis for 
examining who chooses (or mixes) what language with whom, when, where, and why. These 
components explain preliminarily, on one hand, Russlaender's preference for E-HG bilingual 
education in matters of language education choice, and on the other hand, Kanadier's preference 
for E with German enrichment programs or for E-FR bilingual education in matters of language 
education choice. Language education policy has changed in Manitoba and Canada. Given 
these patterns of code-choosing and code-mixing in II Mennonite speech community, language 
attitudes evidently are chllnging too. 
CHAPTER V 
COMING FULL CIRCLE: 
AN ETHNIC REVIVAL IN SCHOOLS AND SCHOOLING 
Viewing the ethnic revival in the United States in the 1960s 
and 1970s and its co-occurance among indigenous minorities 
in Western and Northern Europe and "non-Founding" 
minorities in Canada as a widespread response to a 
uniformizing ethos, a sociolinguist says ... 
Sidestream etllllicity is a phoellix ill modem 
life; it cOllstalltly arises allew from irs 
apparellt ashes. But the ashes are more 
apparellt thall real . ... Ethllicity is "afar 
more durable alld powerfuL phellomenoll 
that is usually depicted, ... it draws ollfar 
deeper historical roots" ... and goes 
through mallY more transformatiolls "thall 
mallY would allow" .... Erhllicity is 
cOllsralltly restrucTllrillg and recreating 
itself and its future, all around us, well ill10 
and beyond the third generation . ... Like 
most other aspects of culture, it waxes and 
walles ill response to more powerfuL and 
encompassillg developmellts. Like most 
other aspects of culture, it does lw/follow 
a straight line (pp. 684-686). 
Joshua Fishman (1985) 
HISTORY NEED NOT REPEAT ITSELF 
Histories give little attention to language dominance in school and community -- to the 
fact that one-hundred years of "One People, One Language, One School" attitudes, policies, and 
goals in schools and communities have brought with them the demise of Native-American 
languages, the disappearance of immigrant languages, the stereotype of regional and ethnic 
languages, and the insistence on English as a mark of linguistic and intellectual virtue. While 
All Ethnography ill Callada gives attention to one such history in Anglo-Canadian schools and 
schooling, it could give attention to similar histories in Anglo-American schools and schooling. 
While this story is told in Mennonite perspective and framed in Manitoba schools between 1890 
and 1990, the story could be told from the perspectives of Native-Americans, African-
Americans, Asian-Americans, or Latin-Americans. It could be framed in schools in the 
American states. While Telling Stories (Out of School) began with a story of Anglo-Canadian 
insistence on and German Mennonite resistance to English-only language education policies in 
public and private schools serving a Mennonite speech community in southern Manitoba, it 
could begin with a story of Anglo-American insistence on and Hispanic, Vietnamese, Chinese, 
Aboriginal resistance to English-only and transitional language policies in schools and schooling 
in the American states. 
As this discussion of Telli1lg Stories (Ollt of School) of Mother Tongue, God's Tongue, 
and the Queen's Tongue comes fun circle, one interpretation is clear: histories need not repeat 
themselves. A change in language education policy can lead to a change in language attitude. 
So, while the story of a Mennonite speech community in southern Manitoba ends with a revival 
of ethnic language and culture via "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" and 
"language education choice, " stories of minority languages in American states end with the 
decline of ethnic language and the shift from sidestream mother tongue to mainstream mother 
tongue via U.S. bilingual policies aimed at transitional bilingualism and eventual 
monolingualism. Indeed, a proposed English Language Amendment has been on the agenda of 
the American Congress since 1981, and sixteen states have passed official English statues as of 
1990 (Judd, 1989, p. 27). These broad pictures remain an too clear. 
ISSUES, IMPERATIVES, AND QUESTIONS 
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While this inquiry focused on what fifty-seven speakers said about their use of language 
in the past, in the community and school of their childhood, and their use of language today, the 
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community and school of their livelihood, it raised issues of continuity and change, maintenance 
and shift; it suggested some imperatives for change; and it raised some questions. 
U.S. Policy-Makers. Educators. and Linguists Should Take a Look at Historical Problems of 
One People, One Language, One School Policies 
In the case of the Mennonite speech community in Canada, the historical problem 
related to a series of language education acts passed by the Manitoba Legislature, adjudicated by 
the Manitoba Attorney General, the Canadian Supreme Court, and the British Privy Council, 
and enforced by the Manitoba Department of Education -- all between 1890 and 1920. These 
English-only policies, deemed an expedient response to the question of how to unify English-
Canadians, French-Canadians, Aboriginals, and immigrants, abrogated the language education 
rights of all linguistic minorities. English prevailed in Manitoba schools until the 1960s. After 
the mid-1960s, though, the Canadian Parliament in concert with the Manitoba Legislature, the 
Manitoba Department of Education, and local public school districts re-affirmed Canada's 
English-French legacy as well as its multilingual, multicultural heritage with yet another series 
of language and language education acts -- the Canadian Official Languages Act of 1969, the 
Canadian Constitution Act of 1982, and the Canadian Multicultural Act of 1988. Today, the 
Canadian "Cultural Mosaic," or "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework," dispels the 
"Melting Pot" myth borrowed from the United States at the tum of the century. And, the 1990 
right to "language education choice" in Manitoba's system of public schools denies the 1890 
rule of "One People, One Language, One School. " 
"One People, One Language, One School" attitudes, policies, and goals in Manitoba 
schools evidently did do something to the life of language in a community in 1920. Suddenly, 
when the courts denied Mennonites German language education rights, English displaced High 
German in the schoolhouse, and English taunted Low German on the playground. English rules 
prevailed in the schoolhouse until the courts restored language education rights to linguistic 
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minorities in 1970. IBy then, four decades of English dominance had blurred linguistic 
distinctions between the secular from the sacred, the traditional from the modern, the 
mainstream from the sidestream. Compartmentalization gave way to fluidity not only in the 
schoolhouse, but in Ithe home and the meetinghouse as well. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, 
after a decade of internal debate, Mennonite congregations officially permitted the use of 
Engl.ish in religious Iservices and religious publications (Journal, 1989, p. 1). At that point, the 
tradillional pattern of choosing Low German at home and High Gemwn in the meetinghouse and 
the sl:hoolhouse, "officially" changed to a modern pattern of choosing and mixing Low German 
and English at home, High German and English in the meetinghouse, and English in the 
schoolhouse. Evidently, the norms and rules for the use of Low German, High Gennan, and 
Engl.ish have interaclted and changed from a traditional "use-oriented" diglossia to a modern 
"useJ'-oriented" diglossia (Britto, 1986, 35-40). Speakers developed a speaking repertoire to use 
in "closed networks:' involving "ethnically-encumbered" life and traditional pursuits and a 
speaking repertoire Co use in "open networks" involving ethnically unencumbered life and 
mod(~rn pursuits (Fishman, 1967, 1980). Dodson (1989) summed it all up: "Bilingualism 
without diglossia is a transitory situation leading inevitably to unstable bilingualism and 
evenllually to monolingual ism" (p. 387). 
U.S. Policy-Makers., Educators, and Linguists Should Take a Look at Canada's Idea of Cultural 
Pluralism I 
"MulticultUialism Within a Bilingual Framework" in Canada and "language education 
choice" in Manitoba. evidently are doing something to the life oflanguage in a community now. 
Given history and the broad picture of language in Anglo-American schooling, 
"Mullticulturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" appears to be a promising alternative to "One 
People, One Langun:ge, One School" attitudes, policies, and goals. Top administrators with the 
Maniitoba Department of Education and Training described how the agency, in cooperation with 
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the Canadian Secretary of State and the Manitoba Department of Culture, Heritage, and 
Recreation, supports "Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework" or language education 
"choice" in Manitoba public schools. Two local public school divisions serving German-
speaking Mennonite populations have instituted English-German bilingual education programs in 
local public schools since programs were piloted in the early 1980s (Manitoba, 1983a, 1983b, 
1988, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c). Student enrollments in English-German bilingual programs have 
increased through the 1989-1990 academic year (Dyck, 1986; Journal, 1989; Plett, 1986; River 
East, 1989a, 1989b). Additionally, the Manitoba Department of Culture, Heritage, and 
Recreation, in cooperation with the Canadian Secretary of State, supports teaching and research 
in areas of ethnic history, culture, and language in higher education. Two decades of 
multicultural-bilingual policies and practices have brought new life to the role of heritage 
language and culture in the life of the commt :ity (Journal, 1989). Canada has altered the 
course of its language and cultural history with a futuristic notion of Canadian unity through 
ethno-cultural plurality. Policies have changed. Attitudes have changed. 
A View of the Micro-Level of the Community and the Local School. At the micro-
level of the Mennonite community itself, educational policies and practices have changed the 
way language development is viewed. Change, though, appears to pace itself differentially at 
the scales of the speech community and its networks of policy-makers, educators, and parents. 
In the aftermath of multicultural and bilingual mandates and language education choices, sources 
inside and outside the Mennonite speech community said some local policy-makers, educators, 
and parents opted for French-English programs; others preferred basic language enrichment 
programs; still others chose English-German bilingual programs (Journal, 1989). After 
"language choice" legislation in the early 1980s, two local school boards piloted and 
implemented local English-German bilingual programs. In the urban school division in 
Winnipeg, parents showed "considerable support for ... [bilingual] program of studies," and 
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the board members supported the proposal "for expansion into senior high" in 1990 (River East, 
1989b). Minutes of an advisory committee meeting stated that "River East School Division 
appears to be at the leading edge of German bilingual education in Canada" (River East, 1989c). 
In the consolidated rural division outside Winnipeg, parents made a "last-ditch pitch" to expand 
a bilingual elementary school program, but board members denied a parent petition to develop 
the program beyond a K-3 pilot program (Plett, 1986). A news account of Hanover School 
Division board proceedings stated that the advisory committee found "the bilingual program ... 
basic German ... basic French ... 'a confusing and costly' variety of options" (Plett, 1986). 
So the debate of English-German bilingual program, characterized as the "English-German-
French trilingual program" continues (Dyck, 1986). 
Reflecting on Canadian social policy in the first half of the twentieth century, on the 
gradual shift from Germall to Ellglish in the Mennonite community, and on the debate in local 
schools, a retired educator, fluent in English, Low German, and High German, said: 
[Multiculturalism Within a Bilingual Framework] comes too late ... The post 
World War I years were not favorable to teaching any language, particularly 
German. To facilitate learning English ... to discourage speaking German .. 
. . .. school districts restricted High German instruction to the last half-hour 
of the day ... [and] used detentions and corporal punishment to discourage 
[children] from speaking Low German on the playground. .. Strong anti-
German sentiment after the wars ... consolidation of school divisions ... 
[and] bussing of children to large high schools devastated the infrastructure .. 
. the infrastructure is gone. 
We should have done what the French did ... Use French! 
The Anglo-Saxons are generous when it is too late to rebuild the infrastructure 
(Journal, 1989, p. 8). 
Reflecting on the second half of the century, on Manitoba's bilingual enrichment educational 
policies and on the apparent revival of interest in language and ethnicity, an ethnographer and 
musicologist said: Canadian pluralistic social policies "have helped to create an atmosphere in 
which it is not only acceptable, but even desirable to express one's ethnicity" (Klassen, 1989, p. 
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6). Yet another educator, commenting on the centennial celebration of Mennonites in Manitoba, 
said: 
The Centennial Celebration ... one-hundred years of residence in Manitoba . 
. . was like the beginning of a renaissance in Low Germall ... drama, singing, 
writing, academic work ... all in Low Germall. The celebration presented .. 
. angles of our cultural distinctiveness ... not so much of our theological 
distinctiveness. New pieces were written and performed for the centennial 
program. Before 1974, almost nothing was written in Low Germall. Since 
1974, at least twenty-five titles have been published in Low GerowlI. Low 
German has become a literary vehicle ... a way to express a lost humor ... a 
way to have fun ... a certain richness to pass on to my children ... a 
forgotten treasure unearthed (Journal, 1989, p. 6). 
Finally, a writer in Low Gennall and professor of English said: 
PlaU/die/seh as the [vernacular] ... language of Canadian Mennonites is 
rapidly disappearing ... yet, in recent years there have been encouraging 
signs, in Manitoba at least, of a growing interest in Piau/die/sell as a literary 
vehicle. While hardly a "renaissance, " this renewed interest seems to be more 
than a passing fad or a last nostalgic twitching of our ethnic nerve ends 
(Reimer, 1983, p. 1). 
So, here at the micro-level of the local speech community and its schools, policies have 
changed, and attitudes vary. 
A View of the Macro-Level of Communities and Schools. Moving to a broader view, 
beyond the local speech community, Manitoba policy-makers and educators who oversee 
language education policy and practice in Manitoba public schools say local communities have 
taken advantage of federal and provincial legislation enabling them to exercise "language 
education choice" in local schools (Ducharme, 1988; Manitoba Education, 1989a). Francais and 
French immersion programs piloted in the 1970s, and English-German, English-Hebrew, and 
English-Ukrainian bilingual programs piloted in the 1980s, have gained community acceptance 
(Manitoba Education, 1983a, 1983b, 1988, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c, 1990). Manitoba's 
assessments of those bilingual programs indicate that students master content in both languages, 
achieve proficiency in English equal to students in English-only programs (Manitoba Education, 
1988, p. 12), and "learn tolenmce and gain self-confidence in their own abilities" (Manitoba 
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Education, 1983c p. 48). As one policy-maker said, "bilingual education fosters mutual respect 
in all shades of good" (Journal, 1989, p. 54). 
u.s. Policy-Makers. Educators. and Linguists Should Step Back Imaginatively and Ask "What 
!f?" 
If all this is so, then perhaps policy-makers, linguists, and educators in lhe United 
States should step back imaginatively and ask promoters of Ellglish-only in the 1990s (Fishman, 
1989; Marshall, 1986; NCTE, 1989) "What if ... Why ... How did it start?" (Hymes, 1980, 
p. 71). For the enduring question, posed in Chapter /-- who uses what language with whom, 
when, where, and why? -- and the literature reviewed in Chapter II, show that speech 
communities differ in ways of speaking, in repertoires, and in the roles of language itself. 
While knowledge of the role of language in thought and culture or ethnicity, for bilinguals and 
monolinguals alike, is "only now being built in a sustained way" (Hymes, 1986, p. 40), 
Ferguson's studies literacy and language development in multilingual societies (1959, 1963a, 
1968a, 1985», Fishman's studies of language policy in education (1967, 1980, 1985b, 1989), 
and Hymes ethnographies of speaking (1961, 1974, 1980,1986) model ways to "step back, 
imaginatively, in a way analogous to 'zero-budgeting'" and to ask questions (Hymes, 1980, p. 
71). 
What if educators were to "start where the child is ... Iillgllistically ... [to] develop 
the child's full potential"? 
What if classrooms in multilingual, multicultural settings were to become natural places 
for ways of speaking, ways of knowing, and ways of learning? 
What if educational leaders were to become a m(uor force in addressing the complex 
problems of language acquisition, development, and assessment in curriculum nnd instruction, 
special education, and counseling'? 
What if policy-makers were to validate the use of minority mother tongue and majority 
mother tongue in education as a "fundamental human right"? (Spolsky, 1978, p. 14). 
What if concerned policy-makers, superintendents, principals, teachers, and parents 
involved themselves with concerned linguists and educational researchers, all adopting certain 
imperatives and certain goals? 
What if attitudes about ethnolinguistic diversity changed? 
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EPILOGUE 
On April 27, 1981, Senator S. 1. Hayakawa df California 
proposed an amendment to the U.S. Constitution declaring 
that English be made the "official language" Of the United 
States (Marshall, 1986). Since thllt time, in every 
congressional session, similar resolutions have been 
introduced in both houses. None has been palssed or even 
voted upon .... That is not to SIlly the ELA iis of little 
importance. It has affected the United States lin two 
important ways. First it has encouraged the proposal for, 
and in many cases the enactment of state and municipal 
versions of the ELA, which declare English tb be the official 
language and, in some instances, :restrict the use of non-
English languages. In addition, ill has opened! up a loud and 
general debate not just about Engllish and oth(~r languages in 
the United States but about immigration polioy, racism, 
educational policy, and civil liberties (Judd, 1989, p. 27). 
During the IOOth Congress (1987-88), six EllA measures 
were introduced. One was a Sena.te bill (Semite Joint 
Resolution 13) and the other five were bills in the House of 
Representatives (House Joint Resolutions 13, 33, 83, and 
656 and House Concurrent Resolution 129). I 
By now, sixteen states have passed some verslion of an 
official-English law, and many more are considering such 
legislation. These states and the dates of their legislation are 
listed below: 
1988 Arizona 
1987 Arkansas 
1986 California 
1988 Colorado 
1986 Georgia 
1988 Florida 
1969 1/Iinois 
1984 Indiana 
1984 Kell1ucJ...y 
1987 Mississippi 
1923 Nebraska 
1987 North Carolina 
1987 North Dakota 
1987 SOli/II Carolina 
1984 Tennessee 
1981 Virginia 
If a Federal English Language Amendment is ratified and 
federal and state legislation protection minority rights is 
challenged, the United States Supreme Court may be asked to 
interpret the validity of current legislation. Four federal 
statutes and their state counterparts advance specific rights 
that prior to their enactment were actively adbridged: (1) the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 and its 1975 amendments; (2) the 
Court Interpreters Act of 1978; (3) the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Act of 1972; and (4) the Bilingual Education 
Act of 1968 and its 1974 amendments. 
Constitutional rights that are endangered follow: 
Fourth Amendmell1 rights to confrom witllesses, to 
have assistance of counsel, and to understand the 
nature of the charges and the proceedillgs brought 
by the govemmell1 agaillst individual citizells; 
FiJth Amelldment right to lIot be depril'ed of liJe, 
liberty, or property without due process of law,' 
Fourteemh Amendmem rights to procedural due 
process alld equal applicalion of the 1(/11'; 
FiJteell1h Amelldmell1 right to vote (Gonzalez, 1989, 
p.51). 
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APPENDIX A 
INSIDER-OUTSIDER INTERVIEW: 
GUIDELINE, SPEAKER, QUESTIONS, AND CODES 
INSIDER-OUTSIDER INTERVIEW 
GUIDELINE, SPEAKER, QUESTIONS, AND CODES 
SUMMER 1989 
GUIDELINE 
1. Schedule a 1.5-hour to 2-hour "insid~r-outsidt!r" intt!rview in advance. 
2. Take an interpreter, if necessary. 
3. Approach the interview as a "sp~ec·h :Ict" or "sp<!ech event" -- not as a "survey". 
4. Approach the intervit!w as an "insid<!r-outsidd' in a Mennonite speech corrununity: 
(a) Study German languagt! tradition in M~nnonite ethnicity/religion; 
(b) Study English langllag~ trend in a Mennonite ethnicity/religion; 
(c) Study language planning and policy-making in Canadian/Manitobal education. 
5. Participate in and ohserve th~ inkr\'i~w as a spet!ch act, as "SPEAKING". 
6. Ask questions in the context of a spt"ech ad or speech event. 
7. Note observations within 30 minutes of a sp~ech act or speech event. 
8. Code, enter, and analyze data systcmati<:ally laler. 
9. Follow-up and give feedback to participants within a reasonahle time. 
10. Be aware of the "ohserv~r's paradox" at all times. 
SPEAKER 
1. Name? 
~-------------------------------------------------------2. Address? _____________________________ _ 
3. City/Province/Zip? ___________________ . _____ _ 
4. Telephone? ____________________________ _ 
5. Friend-of-friend? __________________________ _ 
6. Interview Date/Time? --------------------------------------------
QUESTIONS AND CODES 
1. What is the yellr of your birth/age'! 
AGEl 
# = Age 
2. What is your sex? 
SEX2 
= 0 = M = Male 
I = F = Female 
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3. What is the present addrt!ss/locale inside tht! Mennonite community in Manitoba? 
LOC3 
__ = 0 = WI = Winnipt!g 
= 1 = KI = Kildonan 
:-:: 2 = ER = East Rt!st!J'\'e 
= 3 = WR = Wt!st Reserve 
= 4 = OT = Otht!r 
4. How much time have I spent with you, speaking/participating/observing? 
TIME4 
# = H = Hours 
5. How many generations have you/your lillks livt!d in Manitoba? 
GENS 
= 0 = M = Less than a generation 
= I = I = One geno:ration 
= 2 = 2 = Two generations 
= 3 = 3 = Three generations or more 
6. What is your domestic status'! 
DOM6 
= 0 = S = Single 
= I = 1'.1 = Married 
__ = 2 = D = Di\'or~·ed/S.:parakd/Wid()wed 
7. What ethno-culturaltradition hest describes your heritage? 
ETH7 
__ = 0 = AM = Anahaptist-t"'!ennonik 
__ = I = AH = Anabaptist-Hutlerik 
__ = 2 = AA = Anahaptist-Amish 
= 3 = PR = Prokstant 
= 4 = RC = Roman CatlHllic 
= S = JE = Jewish 
= 6 = OT = Otha 
S. What ethno-cultural tradition best d.:s\.'rihes your spouse's heritage? 
ETHS 
__ = 0 = AM = Anahaptist-Mennonite 
__ = 1 = AH = Anahaptist-Hutlerite 
__ = 2 = AA = Anahaptist-Amish 
= 3 = PR = Protestant 
= 4 = RC = Catholic 
= S = JE = Jewish 
= 6 = OT = Other 
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9. What ethno-linguistic tradition best describes your family's heritage? 
ETH9 
= 0 = MG = l\1olutschna German 
= 1 = CG = ChortizH German 
= 2 = AG = Alcase German 
= 3 = DG = Deutsche German 
= 4 = OT = Other 
10. What ethno-linguistic tradition best tbcribes your heritage? 
ETHlO 
= 0 = KA = Kanadier 
= 1 = RU = Russlaenller 
= 2 = AN = Anglo-American 
= 3 = DE = Deutschlaender 
11(-17). In what country were you (your folks) born? 
LOCH-LOCI? 
= 0 = C = Canada 
= 1 = R = Russia 
__ = 2 = G = Gt!rm:my 
= 3 = P = Poland 
__ = 4 = M = Mexiw/Panlguay 
= 5 = U = USA 
__ = 6 = I = Italy 
IS(-24). What is the setting of your (your folk's) childhood home'! 
SETIS-SET24 
__ = 0 = V = Village (population under 1,000) 
__ = 1 = T = Town (population = 1.000 - 9,999) 
__ = 2 = C = City (population = 10,000 - 99,999) 
__ = 3 = M = Metropolis (population = ovt!r 100,000) 
25(-31). What occupation do you (your folks) pursue'! 
WORK25-WORK31 
= 0 = S = Stullellt 
= 1 = F = Farmer/homemaker 
= 2 = C = CIt!rk/Servicl.' worker 
= 3 = T = Technil'ian/Skillell workt!r 
= 4 = B = Business/business m:magt!r 
__ = 5 = P = Proti!ssional/professional manager 
__ = 6 = E = Executive/Corporate head 
32(-3S). What is the highest grad.' you (your folks) completed in school? 
GRAD32-GRAD38 
# 
165 
39. What certificate/diploma be:st fe:pre:se:nts your levd of education? 
GRAD39 
= 0 = A = Associak's certilicate/Registered Nurse 
= 1 = B = Bachdor's degre:e: 
= 2 = M = Mastc:r's degree: 
= 3 = D = Doctor's de:gree 
__ = 4 = H = High school diploma 
40-81. Indicate preferred language: historically. 
LANG40-LANG81 
Indicate a preference for 0 = LG = Low Ge:rman. 
Indicate a preference for I = HG = High Ge:rman. 
Indicate a preference lilr 2 = EN = English. 
Indicate a preference for 3 = FR = French. 
Indicate a preference for 4 = RU = Russian. 
Indicate a preference for 5 = OT = Other. 
40(-46). What mother tongue do you (your folks) claim? 
TONGUE40-TONGUE46 
= 0 = LG = Low German 
= I = HG = High GC'fman 
= 2 = EN = English 
= 3 = FR = French 
= 4 = RU = Russian 
= 5 = OT = Other 
47(-53). What home language did you (your folks) use: in the folks' home? 
HOMEL27-HOM EL53 
= 0 = LG = Low German 
= I = HG = High German 
= 2 = EN = English 
= 3 = FR = French 
= 4 = RU = Russian 
= 5 = OT = Other 
54(-60). What school language: did you (your folks) learn first? 
SCH I L54-SCH I L60 
= 0 = LG = Low German 
= I = HG = High German 
= 2 = EN = English 
= 3 = FR = French 
= 4 = RU = Russian 
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= 5 = OT = Olhe:r 
61(-67). What school language did you (your folks) learn second? 
SCH2L61-SCH2L67 
= 0 = LG = Low Ge:rman 
= 1 = HG = High German 
= 2 = EN = English 
= 3 = FR = French 
= 4 = RU = Russian 
= 5 = OT = Olher 
68(-74). What congregation/church language did you (your folks) use? 
CONGL68-CONGL 74 
= 0 = LG = Low German 
= 1 = HG = High Ge:rman 
= 2 = EN = English 
= 3 = FR = Fre:m'h 
= 4 = RU = Russian 
= 5 = OT = Olhe:r 
75(-81). What work language did you (your folks) use'? 
WORKL75-WORKL81 
= 0 = LG = Low Ge:rman 
:= 1 = HG = High German 
= 2 = EN = English 
= 3 = FR = Frend1 
= 4 = RU = Russian 
= 5 = OT = Other 
82(-91). What groups link you to Ihe rvlenllonile community'? 
NET82-NET91 
__ = (82) Family groups 
__ = (83) Congregation/Kinship groups 
__ = (84) Educator/Language education occupation groups 
__ = (85) Parent/Language education occupation groups 
__ = (86) Policy-maker/Language education occupation groups 
__ = (87) Heritag.;>/Culture: voluntary groups 
__ = (88) Charity volunlary groups 
__ = (89) Literary/Arl/Music voluntary groups 
__ = (90) Recreation voluntary groups 
__ = (91) Busin.;>ss/Emllomic voluntary groups 
(82a-9Ia). How often do you associate with these: groups? 
__ = 0 = D = Daily 
__ = 1 = W = Weekly 
__ = 2 = M = Monthly 
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__ = 3 = A = Annually 
__ = 4 = a = Occasionally 
(82b-91b). What is the boundary of your group participation? 
= 0 = N = Within neighhorhood/village blocks 
= 1 = T = Within town 
__ = 2 = C = Within city 
__ = 3 = P = Within province 
= 4 = C = Within Canada 
(82c-91c). What language do you pr<!fer to lIS<! with these groups? 
= 0 = LG = Low German 
= 1 = HG = High G<!rman 
= 2 = EN = English 
= 3 = FR = French 
= 4 = RU = Russian 
= 5 = aT = Other 
92-126. Indicate preferred language today. 
LANG92A-LANG 12GF 
Indicate a preference till' 0 = LG = Low German. 
Indicate a preference for I "" HG = High German. 
Indicate a preference tilr 2 = EN = English. 
Indicate a preference for 3 = FR = French. 
Indicate a preference till' 4 = R U = Russian. 
Indicate a preference for 5 = aT = Other. 
92(-99). In your home today. what languagl;' do you use: 
L92-99 
__ = (92) To talk with your spouse 
__ = (93) To talk with your children 
__ = (94) To talk with your pllrents 
__ = (95) To talk with your friends 
__ = (96) To talk with a stranger 
__ = (97) To drelUll 
__ = (98) To read newspapers/hooks 
__ = (99) To write letters 
100(-106). In your folks' home today. what language do you use: 
LIOO-JOG 
__ = (100) To talk with YOllr parents 
__ = (JO 1) To talk Wilh YOllr sihlings 
__ = (102) To talk with your grandparents 
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__ = (103) To talk with your friends 
__ = (104) To talk with a stranger 
__ = (105) To reau n~wspapers/books 
__ = (106) To write letters 
107(-113). In the congregation touay, what language do you use: 
Ll07-113 
__ = (107) To talk in the foyer 
__ = (108) To talk in the sanctuary 
__ = (109) To talk in the social room/basement 
__ = (110) To reau the Bible 
__ = (Ill) To sing hymns 
__ = (112) To pray 
__ = (113) To talk with the pastor 
14(-120). In primary/seconuary school touay, what language do you use: 
LlI4-120 
__ = (114) To talk to children/play games on the playground 
__ = (115) To talk in the halls or ('oat room 
__ = (116) To talk to the leacher in language classes 
__ = (117) To talk to the kacher in oth~r classes 
__ = (118) To reau hooks/papers 
__ = (119) To write 
__ = (120) To talk to th~ te:lcher outside class 
121(-126). In the Mennonite community today, what language do you use: 
Ll21-126 
__ = (121) To talk in a village store 
__ = (122) To talk in a Stt'inhach ston~ 
= (123) To talk in a Wink""r store 
__ = (124) To talk in an Altona store 
= (125) To talk in a Kildonan store 
__ = (126) To talk in a Winnipeg store 
127. What books/newspapers/periodicals do you read? 
LITl27 
List examples open-ended I y. 
128. To what degree did languag~ uSt'd in your community change as a result of the ENGLISH-
ONLY policy in M:mitoha schools in 1890'! 
P0L128 
= 0 = no change 
= 1 = small change 
= 2 = moderate dlange 
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= 3 = large change 
= 4 = no knowlellge of change 
List examples of change at home, at ~chool, at work, in the congregation, in the 
community,open-enllelily. 
129. To what degree did language usell in your community change as a result of the English-
only policy in Manitoba schools in J 916'1 
POLl 29 
= 0 = no change 
= 1 = small change 
= 2 = moderate change 
= 3 = large changt: 
= 4 = no knowledgt: of change 
List examples of change at home. at school, at work, in the congregation, in the 
community, open-endedly. 
130. To what degree did language used in your community change as a result of attitudes about 
Germans during World War II? 
POLl 30 
= 0 = no change 
= I = small change 
= 2 = moderate l"iJangt: 
__ = 3 = large change 
= 4 = no knowlt"dgt: of change 
List examples of change at home, at school, at work, in the congregation, in the 
community,open-endedly. 
131. To what degree did language used in your community change as a result of attitudes about 
Germans during World War II? 
POLl31 
= 0 = no change 
= I = small change 
= 2 = modef:lte dlange' 
= 3 = large change' 
= 4 = no knowlt:dge of change 
List examples of change at home, at sl"ilOol, at work, in the congregation, in the 
community,open-endt"lIly. 
132. To what degree did language used in your community change as a result of the Official 
Languages Act of 19697 
POLl 32 
= 0 = no chango:! 
= ~mall ch:lI1gt" 
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= 2 = mod~rate chang~ 
= 3 = larg~ change 
= 4 = no knowlt:dg~ of change 
List examples of chang~ at home, at school, at work, in the congregation, in the 
community, open-end~dly. 
133. To what degree did language use in your community change as a result of the bilingual 
and multicultural school polici~s in the 1970s? 
POLl 33 
= 0 = no chang~ 
= 1 = small chang~ 
= 2 = ll1oderah:: dlange 
= 3 = larg~ change 
= 4 = no knowl~dg~ of chang~ 
List examples of change at hOl11e, at school, at work, in the congregation, in the 
community, open-~ndt'dly. 
134. To what degree did language us~ in your cOl11munity change as a result of the 
Multicultural Act of 1988? 
POLl34 
= 0 = no change 
= 1 = small chang~ 
= 2 = ll10derate change 
= 3 = larg~ chang~ 
= 4 = no knowledg~ of chang~ 
List examples of chang~ at hOl11e, at s<:JlOol, at work, in the congregation, in the 
community, op~n-~ntblly. 
135. If you have ever found yourself in on~ or l11or~ of th~ following, and can recall it, answer 
the following question: "Who was using what language when, where. and why? 
a. A time when you felt ~l11harrassed to us~ your preferr~d language: 
b. A time when you tried to ~'hange your speech: 
c. A time when others tried to change your speech: 
d. A time when you traveled lind people commented on your speech: 
e. A time when your German differed from your Mennonite companions: 
f. A time when your words tilr food, games. ohjects, differed from your associates: 
g. A time when you tutort:d a child or a parent with in language: 
h. A time when language was th~ sul~it:ct of a conflict at home: 
i. A time when languag~ was th~ suhi~ct of conllict in the congregation: 
j. A time when language was the subject of conflict at school: 
k. A time wh~n your prd'ert'ncl' lilr a language changed: 
1. A time when your child's preferenc~ for a language changed: 
m. A time wh~n you l'dt proud to us~ your preferr~d language: 
List examples open-el1lh:dly. 
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APPENDIX B 
INSIDER-OUTSIDER INTERVIEW: 
LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL DATA ON FIFTY-SEVEN SPEAKERS 
I 
b. 
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26 M 
40 F 
4'1 M 
52 M 
3-1 M 
1~ M 
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3.0 
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LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL DATA ON FIFfY-SEVEN SPEAKERS 
025(-31) 
WORK 
I' 
l' 
I' 
I' 
I' 
r 
r 
p 
p 
p 
r 
s 
p 
P 
l' 
S 
P 
P 
I' 
T 
p 
F 
P 
S 
T 
S 
S 
P 
U 
r 
r 
c 
r 
F 
F 
I' 
U 
I' 
I' 
F 
F 
I' 
P 
p 
I' 
I' 
I' 
r 
P 
I' 
I' 
F 
I' 
I' 
I' 
T 
S 
032(-38) 
GRADE 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
s 
S 
T 
T 
T 
S 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
I' 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
S 
T 
T 
S 
T 
039 
GRAD 
M 
I) 
B 
II 
U 
D 
D 
B 
B 
II 
U 
B 
Il 
II 
o 
U 
D 
M 
II 
U 
B 
n 
I) 
11 
A 
A 
II 
II 
II 
U 
n 
H 
II 
B 
M 
II 
II 
1\ 
M 
11 
II 
II 
B 
o 
LJ 
n 
II 
II 
II 
1\ 
II 
II 
n 
II 
II 
JI 
M 
040(-46) 
MOM-L 
I.G 
I.G 
LG 
I.G 
IT 
LG 
JIG 
I.G 
LG 
I.(i 
110 
fiG 
IIG 
IIG 
LG 
I.G 
I.G 
LG 
LG 
LG 
I.G 
IIG 
1.0 
LG 
EN 
I.G 
EN 
I.(j 
IIG 
1.0 
I.(i 
I.(i 
IIG 
LG 
I.G 
EN 
L(i 
I.G 
I.(i 
LG 
LG 
LG 
LG 
I.G 
Lli 
I.G 
EN 
EN 
EN 
II" 
EN 
LG 
EN 
I.G 
LG 
IIG 
EN 
047( -53) 054(-GO) 
HOME-L SCH-Ll 
LG 
LG 
JIG 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
l.G 
EN 
l.Ci 
EN 
EN 
IlG 
IIG 
LG 
EN 
l.G 
LG 
LG 
EN 
I.G 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
lIei 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
llei 
I.G 
I'N 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
I.G 
EN 
I·.N 
EN 
EN 
EN 
IIG 
EN 
EN 
EN 
l.(i 
l.G 
EN 
I'N 
EN 
IIG 
IIG 
EN 
E~I 
EN 
EN 
IIG 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
JIG 
Ill' 
IIG 
EN 
HG 
HG 
EN 
EN 
HG 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
lI(i 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
FN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
I'N 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
IIG 
EN 
I'.N 
EN 
EN 
EN 
lIei 
EN 
EN 
EN 
IIU 
EN 
EN 
EN 
061(-67) 
SCH-L2 
Ill' 
EN 
EN 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
HG 
IIG 
EN 
EN 
EN 
IIG 
EN 
EN 
llli 
11(1 
EN 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
HCi 
IIG 
110 
H(i 
FR 
IIG 
11(; 
IIC; 
lit; 
IIG 
HG 
EN 
11(; 
11(; 
IIG 
IIG 
IIG 
EN 
IIG 
m 
I:N 
IIG 
11(; 
Ill, 
068(-74) 075(-81) 082(-91) 092( 
CONG-L WORK-L NETWORK INDEX Hm 
IIG-EN 
IIG 
HG 
IIG-EN 
E 
E 
JIG-EN 
HG 
IIG-EN 
H(i-EN 
IIG 
JIG 
HG 
HG 
JIG 
HG-EN 
IIG 
HG 
IIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
IIG 
IIG 
HG-EN 
IIG-EN 
HG-EN 
JIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
110 
IIG-EN 
IIG·EN 
IIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
IIG 
IIG·EN 
IIO-EN 
HN 
llti 
IIG·EN 
11(i·EN 
IIG·EN 
11C.i-EN 
IIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
JIG 
IIG·EN 
I ICi·EN 
IIG·EN 
IIG·EN 
IIG-FN 
lIe i 
I'N 
IIG·EN 
EN 
Ill; 
IIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
LG-HO-EN 
LG-IIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
EN 
EN-FH 
LG-IIG-EN 
IIG-EN 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+1+1+0+1=4 
0+ 1+0+0+ 1 =2 
1+0+0+0+0=1 
0+ 1+ 1 +1 + 1 =4 
1+1+1+1+1=4 
1.0-HG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 
HG-EN 0+1+1+0+1=3 
I.(j-H(i-I-:N 
IIG-EN 
HG-EN 
HG-V·N 
HG-EN 
LG-IIG-EN 
HG-LG·EN 
HG-EN 
HG-EN 
LG-H(i-EN 
LG-II(i-EN 
HG-EN 
JIG-EN 
EN 
IIG-EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
H(j-EN 
IIG-EN 
LG-EN 
I.G-EN 
Il(i-EN 
IIG-EN 
LG·EN 
I.G-EN 
EN 
IIG-EN 
LG-EN 
I.G·EN 
EN 
EN 
LG·EN 
LG·EN 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+0+0+0+0=1 
0+0+1+0+0=1 
0+0+1+0+0=1 
0+1+1+1+1=4 
0+ 1+ 1 +1 +0=3 
0+1+1+1+1=4 
0+1+1+1+1=4 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+1+0+1+1=4 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
0+0+1+0+0=1 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
0+1+0+1+1=3 
1+1+0+0+1=3 
1+1+0+0+1=3 
0+1+0+0+0=1 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+0+0+1+0=2 
1+1+0+1+1=·1 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1 + I + I + 1+ 1 =5 
H 1+1+1+1=5 
Hl+l+l+l~5 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+0+1+1+0=3 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
I tl+l+lH=5 
1 + 1 + 1+ I + I =5 
l+l+l+l+l~5 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
Hlllt H 1=5 
I tl+1+1+1~S 
I.G-IIG·FN 0 + 1+ 1+ 1 + 1 =4 
LG·IIG·EN 0+ I + 1 + 1+1=4 
l.(i·IICi·I·:N 0+ I + I + I + I =4 
IIG·EN 1 11 tl+l~I=5 
JIG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 
IIG-EN 
H(i·EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
IIG-EN 
LG-JlGEN 
EN 
EN 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
0+0+1+1+0=2 
1+ 1+ I + 1+1=5 
ttl 1\+1+1=5 
0+0+1+0+0=1 
1+ I +1 + I + 1 =s 
1+1+1+1+1=5 
1+ 1+ 1 + 1 + 1 =5 
0+1+0+0+1=2 
EN 
LG 
LG-: 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
I.G 
EN 
I.G 
EN 
EN 
HG 
HG 
LG· 
LG 
LG 
LG 
LG 
EN 
LO 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
EN 
H( 
\IC 
EI' 
Ell 
E~ 
lIe 
H 
m 
H 
III 
1.( 
Ft 
El 
U 
EI 
EI 
\.( 
101 
1-:1 
I" 
E' 
F. 
II 
E 
E 
F. 
I. 
L 
E 
I' 

173 
L DATA ON FIFfY-SEVEN SPEAKERS 
040(-16) 047(-53) 054(-60) Oul(-<i7) 068(-74) 075(-81) 082(-91) 092(-99) 0100(-106) 0107(-113) 0114(-120) 0121(-126) 
MOM-L HOME-L SCHoLl SCH-LZ CONG-L WORK-L NETWORK INDEX HOME-L FOLKS-L CONG-L SCII-1. TRADE-I. 
LG LG EN IIG IIG-EN LG-HG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN LG-EN IIG-EN EN-I.G-HG EN 
LG LG 110 EN IIG LG-IIG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 I.G LG IIG EN-LG-1I0 EN 
LG IIG IIG EN IIG IIG-EN 1+1+1+0+1=4 LG-HG LG-HG HG EN-HG EN 
I.G EN EN IIG IIG-EN EN 0+1+0+0+1=2 EN LG IIG-EN EN-FR EN 
IT EN EN IIU E EN-I'R 1+0+0+0+0=1 EN IT EN EN-FR EN 
LG EN EN IIG E LG-IIG-EN 0+1+1+1+1=4 EN LG IIG-EN EN-LG-IIG EN 
IIG EN EN IIG IIG-EN IIG-EN 1+1+1+1+ld EN IIG HG-EN EN-HG EN 
I.G I.G HG I\(i HG LG-IIG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 LG I.G HG-EN EN-LG-HG EN 
LG EN EN IIG IIG-EN HG-EN 0+1+1+0+1=3 EN LG HG EN-LG-IIG EN 
I.(i l.Ci liN 1I(j H(j-EN I.(j-HG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 I.G I.G HG-EN EN-LG-HG EN 
IIU EN EN IIG IIG IIG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN IIG IIG-EN EN-IIG EN 
IIG EN EN IIG HG-EN 1+0+0+0+0=1 EN HG HG-EN EN-HG EN 
IIG IIG IIG EN IIG HG-fN 0+0+1+0+0=1 HG HG HG ENIIG EN 
110 IIG IIG EN IIG IIG-EN 0+0+1+0+0=1 HG HG IIG EN-HG EN 
LG LG IIG EN IIG LG-IIG-EN 0+1+1+1+1=4 LG-EN LG IIG-EN EN-LG-IICi EN 
LG EN EN IIG IIG-EN IIG-LG-EN 0+1+1 +1+0=3 LG-EN LG IIG-EN EN-LG-HG EN 
1.0 I.G IIG EN IIG HG-EN 0+1+1+1+1=4 LG-HG I.G HG EN-LG-HG EN 
LG LG IIG EN IIG HG-EN 0+1+1+1+1=4 LG-HG LG-HG HG EN-LG-HG EN 
I.G LG EN IIG IIG-EN LG-IIG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 LG LG IIG-EN EN-LG-HG EN 
I.G EN EN IIG IIG-EN LG-IIG-EN 1+1+0+1+1=4 EN LG-EN EN EN-LG-llG EN 
LG I.G IIG EN IIG IIG-E'" 1+1 +1 +1+1=5 LG-HG LG HG EN-LG-HG EN 
IIG EN EN IIG IIG IIG-EN 0+0+1+0+0=1 EN IIG HG EN-IIG EN 
LG EN EN IIG-EN EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN LG-EN EN EN EN 
LG EN EN IIG IIG-EN IIG-EN 0+ 1+0+1 + 1 =3 EN LG-EN EN EN-LG-IIG EN 
EN EN EN HG-EN EN 1+1+0+0+1=3 EN EN EN EN EN 
LG EN EN IIG-EN EN 1+1+0+0+1=3 EN LG-EN EN EN EN 
EN EN EN IIG IIG-EN EN 0+1+0+0+0=1 EN EN EN EN-IIG EN 
l.ei lI(i lI(i 1I(j HG-FN 1+1+1+1+1=5 H(j I.e; IIG EN-HG EN 
IIG EN EN IIG IIG-EN IIG-EN 1+0+0+1+0=2 IIG-EN IIG EN EN-IIG EN 
LO EN EN 110 IIG-EN LG·EN 1+1+0+1+1=4 EN LG EN EN·LG-HG EN 
I.G EN EN IIG IIG-EN W-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN I.G EN EN-LG-HG EN 
I.<i EN EN lI(i II(i·EN lI(i·EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN \.G HG-EN EN·I.G-HG EN 
IIG EN EN II{; IIG IIG·EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 IIG-EN IIG IIG EN-IIG EN 
I.G EN EN IIG IIG·EN LG·RN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN LG·IIG EN EN·FR EN 
I.G EN EN II(i IIO·EN I.G·EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN I.G EN EN-LG EN 
EN EN EN Fit EN EN 1+0+1+1+0=3 EN EN EN EN·IIG EN 
I.G IIG EN IIG IlCi IIG-EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 IIG·EN LG-l-lei IIG EN·lm EN 
I.G I.G EN lI(i IIG·EN l.G·EN l'I'1+IH=5 LG l.G ((G·EN EN·FR EN 
1.(; EN EN II(i lI(i·EN l.(j·EN 1+ 1+1+ 1+1 =5 FN I.(i IIG·I'N EN·LG EN 
l.G EN EN IIG·EN 1'1'1 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN I.(i EN EN EN 
LG ['N EN Ill; Illj·EN EN 1+1+1+1+1~5 EN L(; ['N EN·f<n EN 
LG EN EN lIt; IIG-EN l.G·EN 1+1+1-11+ 1~5 EN l.G EN EN-FR EN 
I.G EN EN IIG IIG·EN I.G·EN 1 H+1+1+1=5 EN LG EN EN-FR EN 
I.G I.(i IIG EN IIG l.ei·IIG·EN 0+1+1+1+1=4 LG·IIG l.G·IIG lI(i EN·LG-HG EN 
I.G EN EN lI(i II(j·EN I.G·IIG·EN 0+1+1+1+1=4 EN l.G 1:1'1 EN-W-IIG EN 
I.G I',N ",N lI(i II<'·FN I Ji·lI(i·I'.N U+I+I+I+I=4 EN 1.<, H(i-I·.N EN·I.G-HG EN 
EN EN EN IIG IIG·EN IIG·EN 1+-1 H+1+1=5 EN l.G·EN IIG·EN EN·HG EN 
EN EN EN IIG IIG·EN IIG·EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN LG-EN EN EN·HG EN 
EN FN EN 11(, IIG·EN 110·FN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN I.G·EN FN EN·HG EN 
11(, IHi lI(i I'.N III i lI(i·EN 0+0+1+1+0=2 H(i lI(i lI(i EN·\-IO EN 
EN EN EN EN EN 1 H+1+1+1=5 EN EN EN EN EN 
LG EN EN IIG IIG·EN EN IHH+IH=5 EN I.G·EN liGEN EN EN 
EN EN EN m EN EN 0+0+1+0+0=1 EN EN EN EN·foR EN 
I.G l.G 110 1:1'1 IIG IIG·EN 1+1 H+1+1=5 Lti-Ilt; LG·IIG IIG EN-I'll EN 
LG I.<i EN IIG IIG-EN I.G·IIG·EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 LG LG ((G·EN EN·LG·IlG EN 
IIG EN EN IIG IIG·EN EN 1+1+1+1+1=5 EN IIG EN EN EN 
EN EN EN 110 110.1'.1'1 EN 0+1+0+0+1=2 EN I.G-EN EN EN·lIG EN 

APPENDIX C 
DATA SUMMARY 
DATA SUMMARY 
Mennonite Speech Community (Q7) and Speech Fields (Q3) 
Mother Tongue (Q40) I Home LanguHge(Q92) -- Past / Present 
MOTher Tongul! C/a;:ns -- P{/.\"T 
7 speakers = English 
4 speakers = High German 
37 speakers = Low German 
48 speakers = Total in sp<!ed1 community 
7 speakers = English 
2 speakers = High German 
21 speHkers = Low German 
30 speakers = Total in urhan speech tidd 
2 speakers = High German 
16 speakers = Low German 
18 speakers = Total in rural speech field 
Home Language Use -- PresellT 
31 speakers =, English 
1 speHker = High German 
6 speakers = Low German 
2 speHkers = English and High German 
2 speakers = English and Low German 
6 speakers = Low German and High German 
48 speakers =, Total in speech conll1ll1nity 
19 speakers =: English 
2 speakers = Low Gl'rman 
1 speaker = English antll-ligh German 
2 speakers = English and Low German 
6 speakers = Low German and High German 
30 speakers =: Total in urhan speel'h tidtl 
12 speakers =: English 
1 speaker = High German 
4 speakers = Low German 
1 speaker = English and High German 
18 speakers =: Total in rural speech tidd 
175 
DATA SUMMARY 
Mennonite Sp~~ch Community (Q7) und Spe~ch Fields (Q3) 
Congregution Languag~ (Q68)/(Q I 07) -- Past I Present 
Congregation Language Use -- Past 
2 speakers = English 
13 speakers = High G~rman 
33 speakers = High G~rman shift to English 
48 speak~rs = Total in Srt'~dl community 
2 speakers = English 
11 speakers = High G<.:'rman 
17 speakers = High Gt'rman shift to English 
30 speak~rs = Total in urhan speech lidtl 
2 speakers = High G<.:'rman 
16 speakers = High G<.:'rman shift to English 
18 speak~rs = Total in rural sp<.:'ech lidtl 
Congregation Lal/guage Use -- Prest'''' 
20 speakers = English 
11 speaker = High G<.:'flnan 
17 speakers = Low G<.:'rman shift to English 
48 speakers = Total in Spt'~dl community 
10 speakers = English 
9 speakers = Low German anti High German 
11 speakers = High German shift to English 
30 speakers = Total in urban sp<.:'~ch lidtl 
10 speakers = English 
2 sp~aker = High G<.:'rman 
6 speakers = High German shift to English 
18 speakers = Total in rural s)l<.:'ech lidtl 
176 
DATA SUMMARY 
Mennonite Speech Community (Q7) and Speech Fields (Q3) 
School Language (Q54)/(QI14) -- Past / Present 
School Langllllge Use -- Pt/.I'( 
38 speakers = English 
10 speakers = High German 
48 speakers = Total in speech community 
21 speakers = English 
9 speakers = High German 
30 speakers = Total in urhan speech lield 
17 speakers = English 
1 speaker = High German 
18 speakers = Total rural sp~ech fidd 
School Lllngllllge Use -- Preselll 
7 speakers = English 
11 speakers = English-High German bilingualism 
23 speakers = English and High German/Low German diglossia 
7 speakers = English-Frel1l.:h hilingualism 
48 speakers = Total in speedl community 
4 speakers = English 
9 speakers = English-High German hilingualism 
15 speakers = English and High German/Low German diglossia 
2 speakers = English-French hi lingual ism 
30 speakers = Total in urhan speech field 
3 speakers = English 
2 speaker = English-High German hilingualism 
8 speakers = English and High German/Low German diglossia 
5 speakers = English-French hilingualism 
18 speakers = Total rural speech tidd 
177 
II 
DATA SUMMARY 
Mennonite Speech Community (Q7) and Speech Repertoires (QlO) 
Mother Tongue (Q40) I Home Language (Q92) -- Past I Present 
Mother Tongue Claillls -- Pa,\'( 
3 speakers = English 
23 speakers = Low German 
26 speakers = Total with Kanadier identity 
4 speakers = English 
4 speakers = High German 
14 speakers = Low German 
22 speakers = Total with Russlaender identity 
2 speakers = English 
6 speakers = High German 
1 speaker = Italian 
9 speakers = Total with non-Mennonite identity 
HOllie Language USC' -- PI'C'.I'C'II/ 
21 speakers = English 
1 speake~= High German 
3 speakers = Low G<,rman 
1 speaker = Low G<,rman shift to English 
26 speakers = Total with Kanadier identity 
10 speakers = English 
3 speakers = Low German 
2 speakers = High G<'rman shift to English 
1 speaker = Low German shift to English 
6 speakers = Low German and High German 
22 speakers = Total with Russlaender identity 
5 speakers = English 
3 speaker = High Gt'rman 
1 speaker = High German shift to English 
9 speakers = Total with non-/'vlennonite identity 
178 
DATA SUMMARY 
Mennonite Speech Community (Q7) and Speech Repertoires (QlO) 
Congregation Language (Q68)/(Q I 07) -- Past I Present 
Congregation Langllage Use -- Past 
2 speakers = English 
1 speaker = High German 
23 speakers = High German shift to English 
26 speakers = Total with Kanadier identity 
12 speakers = High German 
10 speakers = High German shift to English 
22 speakers = Total with Russlaentier i<.it:ntity 
3 speakers = English 
5 speakers = High German 
1 speaker = High German shift to English 
9 speakers = Total with non-Mennonite identity 
COllgregarioll Lal/gllage V.I'" -- Pl'e.l'el/f 
13 speakers = English 
2 speakers = High German 
II speakers = High German shi ft to Engl ish 
26 speakers == Tutal with Kanadier itlentity 
7 speakers = English 
9 speakers = High German 
6 speakers = High Germ:lIl shift to English 
22 speakers = Total with RlIssl:iender identity 
4 speakers = English 
4 speakers = High German 
1 speakers = High German shift to English 
9 speakers = Total with non-t ... iennonitc identity 
179 
DATA SUMMARY 
Mennonite Sp~~ch Community (Q7) and Sp~ech Repertoires (QI0) 
School Languag~ (Q54)/(QI14) -- Past / Present 
School Language US£' -- Pa,'" 
25 speakers = English 
1 speaker = High German 
26 speakers = Total with Kanadi~r id~ntity 
13 speakers = English 
9 speak~rs = High G~rJllan 
22 speakers = Total with Russla~nJ~r ,identity 
6 speak~rs = English 
3 speakers = High German 
9 speak~rs = Total with non-Ivlt'nnonite identity 
School Langullge Use -- Presc"'" 
6 speakers = English 
2 speakers = English-High Gt'rman bilingualism 
13 speakers = English and High G~rman/Low German diglossia 
5 speakers = Engiish-Frt'llch hilingualism 
26 speakers = Total with KanacJit'r id,:'ntity 
1 speak~rs = English 
9 speak~rs = English-High G~rJllan bilingualism 
2 speakers = English-Frendl bilingualism 
10 speakers = English and High German/Low German diglossia 
22 speakers = Total with Russlat'ndt'r, identity 
7 speakers = English-High German bilingualism 
2 speakers = English-Frt'nch bilingualism 
9 speakers = Total with non-M~nn()nit~ identity 
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APPENDIX D 
NETWORK INDEX SORT 
(NS(DEfU)LJI~IDEI( IN'Il,RVIEW 
I.AN(iUAOE ANI> SOClAI.I>ATA ON 57 SPI'AKlmS 
01 ()~ ().1 0,1 05 0<> 07 OH O~ 010 Oll( (7) 
A(il' SEX U)(' TIME OEN DOM 1'.'111 1m I 1'.'111 1m I I.()(, 
Spc~l.t:r 
1·1 1'1 M 
1 I 111 I 
22 l~ I' 
,\'1 <I~ M 
27 U 
1': 211 M 
12 I" 
,0 ~ .. 
~ -1 1, M 
57 15 I 
2,'1 ItJ I 
2·1 12 I-' 
f) ~1 M 
/I, .14 M 
Jll .IH M 
..!~ IS I· 
2(1 ,.1 F 
4fi '\~ M 
45 54 M 
'" M 
1'\ 'P M 
.j.! (,~ M 
Ik 7~ I· 
17 n M 
30 1/ M 
20 111 F 
1 ~I M 
,I~ M 
2:1 1/ M 
II 1'1 M 
,10 (,~ r 
5~ .!X I' 
V Ih M 
3,1.1 ·1" M 
·11 .1'1 M 
~l ~J M 
!.~ J.~ M 
10 \0 M 
I ·12 M 
Ci<i 111 F 
)5 15 M 
12 ·n I" 
.11 'I~ M 
11) .\'\ I: 
5<, ,15 I 
54 ,,] M 
11 II M 
.p ,12 I' 
,IH ~ I' 
II IJ M 
)7 ~\ I' 
)J 25 I' 
4~ lH M 
2 55 M 
1'1 '" M 
21 11M M 
A m M 
IIRI! 
Ii 1(11 
liRI! 
{IRI! 
{!IW 
{/I(II 
{il(1I 
{11(1I 
{/lUI 
{ Jim 
R!lR 
IU III 
{!{UI 
{!lUI 
I({IR 
{I(UI 
{/I(II 
URI! 
{iRB 
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